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FOREWORD 

During the period 1966-1969, there were three categories of rules wh1ch 

controlled the employment of airpower in the Southeast Asia (SEA) conflict . 

The Rules of Engagement (ROE) were promulgated by the Jo1~t Ch~efs of Staff 

and sent through channels to the operational commands. Covering all of SEA, 

these Rules of Engagement defined: geographical limits of SEA, territorial 

airspace, territorial seas, and international seas and airspace; definitions 

of friendly forces, hostile forces, hostile acts, hostile aircraft, immediate 

pursuit, and hostile vessels; rules governing what could be attacked by U.S. 

aircraft, under what condit: ons immediate pursuit could be conducted, how 

declarations of a "hostile" should be handled, and the conditions of self­

defense. 

The second set of rules was designated Operating Restrictions, which were 

contained in the CINCPAC Basic O~erat1ons Orders. These rules included pro­

hibitions against striking locks, dams, hydropower plants, fishing boats, 

houseboats, and naval craft in certa·in areas; prohibitions against strikes in 

certain defined areas such as the Chinese Communist (ChiCom) buffer zone or the 

Hanoi/Haiphong restricted areas; conditions under which targets might be struck, 

such as validation requirements, when FACs were required, distances from 

motorable roads; and conditions under which napalm could be uscd,when CS was 

authorized, when ground fire could be returned. 

Finally, Operating Rules were issued the Seventh Air Force for Laos and 

Route Package I (RP I) since July 1967 when the Commander, Un1ted States 

l( 



Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (CC*1USMACV), delegated most of the operating 

responsibility in these dreas. Operating Rules that had been established, 

especially for Laos, concerned the use of Forward Air Controllers (FACs), the 

return of ground fire, the use of the AGM-45 (SHRIKE) missile, restrict1ons 

against mine-type munitions, and the requirements for navigational position 
1/ 

detenni nation.-

Although, in theory, these three types of rules were distinct, in practice, 

they were almost always referred to col lectively as 11 Rules of Engagement ... This 

report retains th1s policy, since the formal distinctions were not always honored 

in message traffic and further, a report unifying the three types of 11mitations 

presents a compact picture of the restrai~ts upon airpower that were in existence. 

A detailed reconstruction of the many tw1sts and turns of the rules in the 

period of 1966-1969 is at this point in time both impossible and undesirable . 

A general pattern of development can be seen and it is this evolution that 

gives unity to 11 Evolution of the Rules of Engagement . .. At few other points in 

the conduct of war are national policies and military operations focused as 

sharply as they appear in the Rules of Engagement. It 1s fair to say that the 

rules are national policy translated to the battlefield . Each change, or 

threat of change, to the U.S. political relationship with other nations, whether 

Allies, enemies, or potential enemies, was reflected 1n a corresponding altera­

tion of the Rules of Engagement for the Vietnam conflict. In addition, the 

rules were often modified in response to local tactical or strategic 

requirements. Finally, there were a number of cases during these years in 
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wh1ch the attempt to impro~e the 'mttge of the wat on the home front d1ctated 

change. Th1s report attempts to highl :gh t e(amp1es of these three ~ources of 

change 1n the Rules of Engagement wh,ch lll~st~ate the cont1nuing val1d1ty of 
2i 

the maxim that. "war 1s an exten~ ' on :>f nat ,.ino · poi1:.:1 .. -

The ultimate story of the pol1t1cal bacKg~o~nd to changes in the rules 

must await a detailed 1nvestigat1on of the fl ies at the highest :evel of 

government. This report traces their e~olutton primar1ly from an operational 

viewpoint, With only general attempts to l:rtK them to po11tica1 decisions . 

Unlike the earlier CHECO report ent,tled "The Evolut1on of the Rules of 
3/ 

Engagement,"- th 1s report employs a ge!>grapn·,cal, rather than a strictly 

chronological arrangement bj treattng separate iy the development of the rules 

in the three physical areas of U.S. m, i ttdfy involvement in SEA: North Viet­

nam, Laos, and South Vietnam. Tnts ar'angement produces a more valuable 

historical p1cture for those · nterested in the restrictions affect ,ng part1cular 

air campa1gns Yet, it mu~t be borne 10 m:nd that deve lopments :n one area 

often affected the others, particuldriy 10 tne border areas . 

)( 1 I 



CHAPTER I 

NORTH VIETNAf·1 

The policy of gradualism wh1ch characterized the ROLLING THUNDER (RT) 

bombing campaign over North Vietnam fNVN) s ~ nce its Inception in 1965 continued 

until the bombing halt late in 1968. The first summer of ROLLING THUNDER opera­

tions over the north (1965) was followed b.t a bolllb1ng moratoriur.-: ~·lhich last-:<:1 

from 23 ~ecember 1965 through 30 January 1966. The bombing pause was designed 

as a backdrop to a major peace offens1ve on the part of the United States, but 

it failed to elicit adequate signals that Hanoi was willing to move the conflict 
1J 

from the battlefield to the conference table . Consequently on 31 January 

1966, air attacks on the north were resumed 

It was recognized by military commanders that the limited nature of air 

operations in 1965, as reflected in restrictive Rules of Engagement, had not 

produced the desired result of leading Hanoi into negotiations . The bombing 

halt produced similarly negative results . At the Commanders Conference held 

in Honolulu between 17-31 January 1966, a stronger approach was suggested 

Three tasks were proposed to accomplish the obJectives of the forthcoming 1966 
2/ 

ROLLING THUNDER campaign:-

• Reduce, disrupt, and harass the external ass1stancP 
being provided to NVN . 

• Destroy in depth those resources already in NVN which 
contributed most to the support of aggression . Destroy 
or deny use of all known permanent military facilities. 
Harass and disrupt dispersed mil1tary operations , 

• Harass, disrupt,and impede movement of men and materials 
through southern NVN into Laos and SVN . 

1 
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The conreYee~ made : c c :ea • that aitnv~~n tney 'ecogn1 zed the · n te~,ela­

tionsh lp of ai 1 three ta~~~. the1 oel ,e1ed tnat ~vc~e~~fu l a ~compl ' ~hment ot the 

f irst two wou id ha~e the gyeate )t •mpa ~ t Jn th~ ~neo~ . D1 srupt ' on of e(te~n~ 1 

ass1stance wou•d ·e~~ re attac~) ln , and the m · ~ ~ ng JT ~a 'bors and portl of 

Haiphong, Hon Gay,and Cam Pna, a~ we l . as .nterd •ct ·on ~f the two ma1n ra~l 

lines lead1ng from tha Ch1 nesa Borde·· tJ ~o~an:>i rne ta~k nf des~-oy·ng resources 

already,.., NVN muH concenvate ')'1 PO~. ;,J~teiTl, power planu, and mll ·tary facil­

ities . The •nterdic t 1on effort ,n the southern part Jf NVN wa~ less dest~uctive 

package of tasks 

While tne m1l1tary comna."de· 5 ' " Hawdli wet-e a"rlv .ng at tne~e conchas ,ons, 

Defense Sec,.etar.Y Rooe,.t S McNa•t.ara saw lh ngs dl ffetent lj Tne Defen>e Oepa· t ­

ment was satisf;ed that the i: m t~d '965 ROLLING THUNDER otfen~ ~e haa ach;eved 

its obJeCt1Ve!l and tnat the campi1Qfl )nou 1d •ont n~e H the )d',•e e~e To 

DOD e,:,es., the pdma,.i ObJeCtive.) .:..t o·.:xnbi'~Q NVN we'e t.J ~trengthen tne m:>rale 

of the South V1etnamese Dy ~now ~g U S dete~·~attO~ and COilt• ~ued ~uppJrt; to 

reduce the flow of men and equ ·~~nt f·jm tne 1ortn to lha )Juth, J' t~ • ~crea~e 

the co~t of that flow to the N)•r n v etna'lle:>e b.t O\Jnb :ng : 'l fllt··~t · Ot'l "Jute~ 

and the mtl :tat3 sou · ~es u• ~~p~ ~; i~d to put po1 •ti r o ~·es~u·e o~ NVN to 

hal t tne · ~ subvers ·on ~ ampa·gn ~ !ne ~Jv~h . Tne Defeo:>~ )ec•eta•.t ~e:~~ - z~d 

the key to acn !eving the~e oo~~ : t.v~: ' n tn~ . nte~dt~t10n of the 1 : ne~ o; c)mmu­

nicat ions (LOCs) 1n soutnern NVN 'dth~r than )n attack~ on ent'.t ports and 

ml11tary sto ~·age supp l1 es farthPr nJ,.th 
y 

Consequent l_y, the Ru '< es •Jf Engagement fo, tne 1966 ;Utmter .::ampa \g'l :1 ose l.) 

? 
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resembled those of the previous year . Armed reconnaissance was authorized 

south and west of a line running due west from the coast at latitude 20° 31'N 

to longitude 105° 20'E, then due n~rth to a point 30 NM from the ChiCom Border, 

then southwesterly to the Laotian Botde~ . Air operations north and east of 

that line (RP VIA and VIB), which is in the area contain1ng the three major 

water entry ports into NVN and one of the two major RR lines f~om Cli~ na~ \·J~re 

severely circumscribed. (F·ig . 1. ) Armed reconnaissance by U.S . aircraft was 

authorized against naval craft along the NVN coast north of 20° 3l'N only if 

fired upon first by recognized NVN naval c~aft which were within the J-NM limit 

of the NVN coast or offshore islands . Aircraft were to avo~d a 30-NM circle 

from the center of Hanoi and a 10-NM circle around Haiphong. Attacks were 

forbidden in a zone along the ChiCom Border 30-NM wide from the Laotian 

Border east to 106° E and 24-NM wide from there to the Gulf of Tonkin. Attacks 

on populated areas and on certain types of targets, such as hydropower plants, 

locks and dams, fishing boats, sampans, and military barracks were prohibited. 

The suppression of SAMS and gun-laying radar systems was prohibited in this 

area as were attacks on NVN air bases from which attacking aircraft might be 
y 

operating. In military eyes, these· restrictions had the effect of creating 

a haven in the northeast quadrant of NVN into which the enemy could with 

impunity import vital war materials, constr~ct sanctuaries for his aircraft, 

and prop his AAA defenses around the c1t1es of Hanoi and Haiphong . 

In a 1967 interview in "U.S. News and World Report", a French journalist 

and editor. Rene Dabernat, said that Communist China had informed the United 

States in the spring of 1966 it would not become involved in the Vietnam war, 
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if the U.S . refrained from 1nvad1ng Cntna or Nortn v~etnam. as wel 1 as bomb1ng 

North Vietnam's Red R1v~r dikes . Oaoernat sa1d that statement~ bJ Pres1dent 

Lyndon B. Johnson and other u.s. oftlcial:. demonstrated they had 11 agreed to 

these conditions ... The State Depa'tment rep 1 ic:d w•th a "no comment11 to th's 

information. but off1cia1s acknowledged tnat tt1e U S had recewed a number of 
s, 

messages from Corrrnumst Ch1na through a numbe•· of third parties .- ln the same 

month. a newspaper art1cle wntten by Edgar An)el Mowrer stated the U. S. had 

a promise from Red Ch1na not to Intervene 1n Vietnam as long as the U.S . 

refrained from attacking Red China. blockad1ng Haiphong. and invadinq North 

Vietnam. ln a hear1ng before the Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations on 

27 January 1967, Secretary McNama~a was quest1oned about th1s newspaper article 

He said. "There is no agreement. formal ot 1nformal, With Red China relat1ng 

to the war in South V1etnam in any fot"m whatsoever that 1 know of " In the 

same hearing. Gen. Earle G. Wheeler. Chairman of the Jo1nt Chiefs of Staff, 
6i 

declared that he had "no other ;nformation" on the ~UbJect .-

The fact that the Rules of Engagement for the ROLLING THUNDER operation 

were weighted in favor of the third tas~ ft nterdlct1on), and aga1nst the other 

two (d1sruption of external ass - ~ta.,ce and destruct1on of resources). did not 

escape the attention of tht: milltary commanders. At the Honolulu Requirements 

Planning Conference 1n June 1966. CINCPAC noted that the two major elements of 
7j 

the January concept for an ef~t1ve atr campa1gn had not been authorized --

Even while this conference was in sess1on, CINCPAC was recommend1ng to the 

JCS that the highest priority be g1ven to str1kes against POL facilittes in 

NVN. On 22 June 1966, JCS directed that a1rst~1kes commence two days later 
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against seven POL storage areas ~n NVN including those around Hanoi and Ha1phong. 
The political sensitivity of this escalation was appreciated by the JCS and 

the Secretary of Defense and mirrored in the rules set down for the operat1on . 
Damage to merchant shippfng was to be avoided Sh 1ps in the Haiphong Harbor 

were to be attacked only in retaliation and on1y those that were clear1y North 
Vietnamese. The piers which served the Ha1phong POL storage areas were not to 

be attacked -if a tanker were berthed off the end of the piers. ileasures to be 
taken to minimize civilian casualties included the striking of targets only 

when weather condit1ons permitted visual identlfication and th1·ough maximum use 
y 

of electronic countermeasure (ECM) support to hamper SAM and AAA fire control. 

Marginal weather delayed the first POL strikes until 29 June . Follow-up 
strikes against ~he Hanoi/Haiphong complex were made on 30 June and 1 July 

1969. It was estimated that two-thirds of North Vietnam's POL storage capabili­

ty was destroyed 1 n this three-day period . 

The political value gained f~om strict adherence to the Rules of Engage­
ment during these strikes was 1liustrated several days later in a letter sent 

by United Nations Ambassador Arthur J . Goldberg. to the Pres ; dent of the Security 
9/ 

Council, in which he stated:-

"In recent attacks on pgtl•cleur1 fa-.:iLities evezo-d effo-:'t 
has been made to pr-ev:mt ha.rm t.:; civiUane and to avoid 
destruction of nonmiht!Zr•y f2':1i.Zitfes . The petrc· ~el.ll'l 
faciLities attacked were ~ocated al.t)ay from the popula­
tion centers of both H•:t"l01. !lnd HaipJ.j~YIG , The pilots 
were carejUUy inst:t'ka'ted to ~ke every precaution so 
that on~y mi~itary targets l.t)ou~ be hit. Mor~over, to 
assure accuracy, the attaaks ha~e bee~ scheduled o~Ly 
under tJeather co~dit·i·,~B pet'mitt<..ng cle.:uo vieuat sighting." 

5 



On 5 Ju·;y 1966 , Pr es · ael"'t v~nn.;Jn o ld flewsmen that every p'ecaut i on had 
to; · been takefl to spar e :111i ~· an_;: du· 1ng t ne 'di d:; -- At a news confe~"ence on 

.I . / 
20 July 1966, the Pf es 1dent ~ ~3taa .--

. 
"1h6 me~ tJhu :-;·Y.d"A:::-J. ~-h~ ~·~.nb -:. '1;1-0 ·"= ch~ rnti t r,arb· 
t~g~+.a ~ ~~~ ~~: :up? ~ :~e cj Ha~~ L aY.d Ha:ph~1g~ d~d 
a ?>e:r-li Ca:t'Ef'.•t b74-r.: ~ ~:-4 ;~rf-s-:: .;-;b. rh;;, ht:: about 
9(. -;~!:"~"ir: ~i ~h·· ~:r..=-~ .~.;n. :··:. ·~ :·; ' 11l " ·:!;l'.l{J-&~ J.Yid 
alm:;s~ ,;.: p~l'-~i y. ~ ·i t • ..~~:.,; d,:~~' '- 'd '<d . • "'t: ".Nt;re ';u::~ " ,...,_,.! "' "' -: t ~ i:J··~.- ··· • •·• · "~ .. , , , . • ·• r "' '"' •""'de"' ... ~ ...,. .,.., '''- ,..., ...... ~"" ·· ~J • , .. ·~a~ "" -:·"""'J , .. , ._,~ - ~ -...,0 .... · .. ,. ,...rf.: ... t ,, . .- ;.-,..."'' ···r,,.;, ., ·~ · 11 ... , ....,. -..J - - -. , . ... ...... ~ ' C"'\111<"""'4. .. .,. • • -,~ 

Throughout i 967, the ROLLi NG Tr!UNDER P''·)g·am e.;)ca ·iated not O'~lY ~ n the 

sk~es above North V:etndm, but , . ) ~ 2, a ~ J: ~ca l i~sue \ fl tha ~al l s of 

Trae Ba~~c Op~ 'a t. • on, O ··ct~! fu" RT. ~ ~~ued by CINCPAC on 

8 Apri \ 1967, conta ·.f·~d Ru1e& of t:npagement wn · .:h c.l osely resembled those of 

the preced ing i ear. Armea · ecvn wa~ aut hor· 1d tram th~ P!'•.)v i ~ -. ona I M• h tary 

Demarc.at! on L i ne ··: PMDL ) nof >:n tv tM Cn .Cvm 6ur :er Zone Use of cla~.;: f t ed 
ordndn(e was not autho•i led . LJCKJ . dam~. r 1~" ~9 ooats, ho~seboat•, and 

sampans we~e n~c to be att a· ked Cv1,td · ~~med re~on north of 20' 42 N wa~ 

authori zed only ~ga i n::. t. :;h 1ps th-.; r ~e re c'ecl"' -.,y ot NIJN reg h t "Y wh : ch wert! 

with ~ n 3 NM of the NVN cvast and wh ' ctl f • • ed t: r s t .. The 30 NM Yestrl cted a' ea 

area a~ o~nd Ha iphong ~a$ ~ t. ; i o tO· NM ~ · "(, e arJ~ fld t.ne c•tJ . Str i ke ; w,th-
1n these restvicted area5 cou•d be made on•J ag~ \n> t. ta rget~ )pec ' f tca lty 
mentioned i n the Ope'at,vn~ Or~er Jr the ~ucceed , ng Execut e Orders fo ; ROLLING 
THUNDER, When conducti ng s t.n l<e~ : n ttte 1-1a 1phong area, extreme caut1on was to 

be taken to avoi d endange•1~g tore1gn ~ n p~1 ng . NJ change was made to the 
boundar~es of the Ch ~ Com Bvr fer Zone A1rcraf t engaged 111 ·mmed1ate pursui t 

· .. 



were authorized to pursue enemy a1rcYaft ~ nto the Buffer Zone, but 1n no 

event closer than 12 NM of t he ChiCom Border . However, when engaged in immediate 

pursuit of enemy aircraft, U.S . a1rcratt were not author 1zed to attack NVN air 

bases from which aircraft m1ght be operati ng . 
}.Y 

The RT Execute Orders during the first few months of 1967 brought about 

a gradual liberalization of rules and targets . RT 53-54 ( Jan-~eb) a~thorized 

strikes against dispersed POL and SAM support a~eas with1n the Hanoi / Haiphong 

13/ 
restricted areas .-- In Apri l, RT 55 contained an expanded list of tlrgets 

including the POL storage area, ammo depot, and cement plant in Haiph~~g, and 

the RR/Highw~ Bridge, RR repai r shops, and transformer in Hanoi . It also 

authorized strikes against the Hoa Lac and Kep Airfields east and northwest 

of Hanoi, but limited these to small and random harassment strikes designed for 

attrition of aircraft and disruption of support facillties . A stPike of about 

eight attack aircraft or less was considered small . For the first time, air­

craft engaged in immediate pursui t of enemy aircraft were permitted to attack 

airfields, in this case, Hoa Lac and Kep 
w 

These changes to the rules represented a gradual expansion of the bombing 

phase of the war. For some, however, the expansion was too gradual . In 

January 196?, CINCPACFLT, in a Ta~geting Concept Rev·iew, stated that the whole 

RT effort should not be expended on transient targets but that the closing of 

ill 
the Port of Haiphong should be first. Duri ng the same month, retired Gen . 

Curtis E. LeMay, in an interview 1n Wash ~ ngton, said that he would start the 

progressive destruction of NVN support and supply bases by closing the Port 

16/ 

of Haiphong and other ports .-- The j oi nt CINCPACFLT/CINCPACAF concept of 
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operations, pubi ished 1n A11r'l 1967 for RP VI, noted that: 
JlJ 

"The primary objeative <.n de1ty:.r.g e:ctel'."'•at ass·i8tance 
?;O NVN is the c?.csur-e uj r:h;2 Ha~~"t-:-rtg P~rt c.md~ in 
conjtA.nc~ion w'?.+;h thi~, the? c.bJe.,ttve ';f proev~nting 
i:Jze SJn.::·mlf f::-o . ., d·tl,·e'l·~·:-.g h-Ls r~ouppl.~ ;,ffo:>r·r; t~ the 
NE and Nr.J r.:nl Z ii'lt~ 'J.Yd/.:.•t· ~h~ H:,YI Ga: a"'d Ca/'fl Pha. 
Po~·ta, Um.-£.1., al4th~ri 'b :.c; r-eae·<. I.'SJd IAAc.ah w.: ~ Z a~ Z!)IJ 
the cl.csing of the p-:;'t'ts~ no m.:ani1lgfut military 
campaigYI can be 1.au,., ~h.rd whi.ah ·.nz.z. achi-eve the 
object?:ve o:>f dertyi.llg ~.x:t.:r>?a ·~ ::Lsr...,:~tal'le"ti . " 

The Secretary of Defense, nowever, did not ~hare tn ;s enthus iasm for 

denying externai asststan'e to Nortn V1etnam In hls opin1on, the limited 
bombing approa'h was successfui whe~ weig~ed against ;t~ stated objectives. 
During testimony before Congre5s in August 1967 , the effect1veness of the 

18/ bombing polfcy and Rules of Engagement came under discussion;--

11 Senator Marogar>e t Ch1J st-. 9wi t h · 1 f you I SeaN ';ai'JJ 
f.1cNam2ra) had read th.:: ta:-LmJI'ib -:-f th; I.Jic.-.~o&ee~ 
who have appeared s~ f'2r in th~c>e h~a.l'ings~ y~u 
I.Jc•.tld have Y!Ot,~d t.iz.at i;i.C:J WtoiY.2 vi:·~ '.t:I ny U11anl.mOt.cS 
·~n ccncluding that tj' til>' r-:: -::: ,., ct;t'.:;~·a avtd pl•..)hibi ­
tiona against a.ar•~.<l£ •. "'1 i:a~·g.s · o Ji:.::i n = t b.at:~"' in effec ~ 
these paat t~Jo;. Yf1"l1 '8, r:he lit' ·'a?Tfllig"" agai"lst tho; 
n~1·th w~Zd "'et ·:·v:l1:J havr> b:";,:n rn.;re ':tfj'!~·;..ulr: ~·1d 
effecti!Je but mo1•e ·~mpr.n''taYit iy~ w:n.d'.i nl')Bt p1•:;bab'l.]1 
ltave reduced ;,u:.-- c~stca Z !·i.~.; in ch;; :;.:.uth W.:Ju z.d I.Je 
._n effect h~ve li'.C?P.t .a-r.r--Jd few;.·r c·Jsu:<lues ·1.:1 the: 
south had thru;.::; t ?<d:--:']t~ .. ,Y!.~ .:zn-:1 pr--:.~; b·itio'~'lc 'lt·.tt 
been impoaed ;;.~:J:z.nt;t. thi! bomb;.ng of th;; 'i'Jrth.:' 

"Sefn'etarJJ McNamu.ra: .:>.;'1-:..t..,l· Stri·Lt,h~ ·:t t$ l'l1'y vi:t'Y 
firm opinion that 'l'2(JJrdt~~a :;f uJhat ~·.,. fter mP.dt 
ther-e might ha·J·~ b-:s<:!~t fo'(' joi ;.-;;..J;.ng ,. ·~1'-i.ffer€.,,r; 
pr:;cti ae of air- act i '.li ty ~· .. i!ttai: th.::. >t·:>J•·Ot 1..11 the 
past~ it wouUi n,;t. hat:~ re-iuc~d v •..t :•.:.~.oua!ti.ee iYI the 
south." 

Further. it was the Secretary·~ v1ew tnat an 1nten~tve a1r campa1gn designed 
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to interdict completely war-support1ng materials might result tn a direct 

confrontation with the Sov;et Union . Bombi ng of the port facilities, he said, 

or mining of the harbors would ser1ously threaten Soviet shippi ng. M1n•ng 

the harbors would be an act of war •·equ :r:ng advance notice to third parties, 

who would be justified in regarding this as notice of the existence of a state 

of war in the sense of international law. 
ill 

There was justification for sensitivity on this point and for strict 

adherence to the Rules of Engagement. Two months earlier, on 2 June 1967, an 

F-105 from the 355th Tactical Fighter W1ng at Takhli RTAFB had strafed the 

Russian ship "Turkestan" along the NVN coast 40 NM northeast of Haiphong . The 

subsequent investigation noted that the Rules of Engagement for attacking coastal 

shipping northeast of Haiphong did not permit attacks on any commercial vessels 

coming into or moving out of Haiphong Harbor, even though they were within the 

3-NM limit. The only exception to this was 1n case the vessel f1red first on 

U.S. aircraft. In that event, return fire was authorized. The pilot testified 

that he had received fire from a nearby flak ~ite and thougnt he was also fired 

upon by the vessel. He stated there were no identtfylng marks on the vessel 
20i 

and that he saw no flags .--

As a result of this tncident, the C011111ande!', Seventh AH· Force, :rt a 

personal message to each commander, .. emt!'lded them that airstrikes were not 

authorized within a 10-NM radius of t.he Port of Haiphong and that the area 

within a 4-Ntt radius of Haiphong was now establ i shed as a prohibited area . No 

strikes were to be conducted, he added, in port areas where inc1dents 1nvolving 
ill foreign shipping might occur. In the course of h1s congressional testimony, 
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the Sec:·eta··y of Defen~e md:Je u:>e or tne> ncident Cl outt·e"", n : ~ a•g1.1111ent 
'?2! 

aga i nst i nten~ ~ f,ca tt on of t n; ~ r campcr.g" ana r.he m·.n.ng Jf NIJN hatDO'~ . -

Wlth th€ ~ublltdt \ Jn o· tne E~a( ~te Orde' t J · RT 5, · n J~ 11 ;967, d maJor 

change ln tcvget·.ng t.J:>~ t-~ ' :l .e tJ• Ln~ t '.)t t·me. a:td .: K.; ... e•e ao..th)• : led 

aga;nst ta~gets ~n the ChiCom Buffe ~ Zone and w· th"n the Haooi,~o' ~~ong c · ~cles 

Nineteen targets we·re i del'ltd·. ~d , rne Buffer Zone; 21 w··thirt the 30-NM Hano1 

n, 
circ1e; and .9 with ~ n the iO -NM Ha1pnong re~tr • cted area-- Author:ty tJ strike 

gu i dance that • n the ; ntereH Jf ob•r at . "9 ~h a ··ge: of e~ca! at ·. O!l. e··ther t · om 

fove ;gn or d~meHtc :,ou .. :.es, 1t was de~.red !.hat tne~e :sddtt l::>na ; a(.lthor • t :es 

be exe~~ i )~d tn a mea~u red manner Tne ·~·es fo, the.)e !~~ ' ~e : C3 1 ; ~d fo· the 

ChiCom Buffe~ Zone ·to pte~ ~de ~~net'jl i on of th~ Ch iCom Border ind 3~o1d 

engagements Wlth Cnlf.Jm MlG~ ~·:ept .~ .)e lt -de t en~e o~e· NVN ter · ·t~'i Com· 

capab~ >. ty and ta~'gets were to oe att a·.Ked Jn !,y wnen th= ..,eathe ~ : :>nd· t • O"'S 
2a1 

The moH :~>:. t ·· ve bomo ng of 

The ROE conta l~ed 1n tne ROLLIN~ THUNDER Operat•Jn.) Order fJr 1968. 

pub l1shed '" Decemoer •967, 1 nd - ~ated the fJ·thcvm ·ng bomo·ng campa.gn wou :d 

rema1n as !1 mlted as :thad oeet'l ' 'l tne paH, af'ld that tna weight. Jf eff.l'"t 

would continue to be placed on •nterdictlJn ot LOGs 1nto R~N from the ~J'th , 

Although armed reconnai~:;ance wds on·e aga1n d.Jthorlzed t·Jm the Pt1DL to the 

Ch1Com Buffer Zone, •ts :mp :ementat··on was mod1fled by the eariier "'est r• ctioos 
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against str1k1ng populated areas, locks, dams, hydropower plants, watercraft, 

sampans, and houseboats. Proh1bit1ons were repeated against attacking naval 

craft north of 20° 42' N and outs1de of the 3-NM limit of the NVN coast or 

offshore islands unless fired upon . Authorization was still withheld for air­

craft engaged in immediate pursuit to attack NVN bases from which the pursued 

aircraft might have been operating. The mining of waterways and oeep d,·aft 

harbors north of 20.) 00' N was forbidden ,· Proh 1 b i ted areas remained unchanged: 
25/ 

10 NM around Hanoi, 4 NM around Haiphong, and the Ch1Com Buffer Zone .--

No ordnance was to be expended in these proh1bited areas unless specifical­

ly directed in the frag orders . Strike and recon aircraft were authorized 

transit and immediate pursuit into the Haiphong and Hanoi prohibited areas if 

operational requirements dictated . In the ChiCom Buffer Zone, flight paths of 

strike aircraft were not allowed to approach closer than 20 NM of the ChiCom 

Border east of 10€ ~ E and no closer than 30 NM west of that merid1an. The flight 

paths of reconnaissance (BLUE TREE) alrcraft were not to approach closer than 

20 NH to the Ch1Com Border . Aircraft engaged 1n fmmediate pursuit were authorized 

to penetrate the Buffer Zone but not the Ch1Com Border. SAR and RESCAP ai·r-

craft were not permitted to operate closer than 3 NM of the Ch1Com Border, except 

when the risk of engagement was smal l and there were clear prospects of success-

ful recovery . 
W 

The 30-NM and 10-NM restricted areas around Hanoi and Haiphong, respective­

ly, remained in effect, Strikes were authorized in these areas against NVN 

craft or NVN units which fired upon u.s. aircraft en route to or from missions . 

Extreme caution was to be exercised in the Ha1phong area to avo1d endangering 

11 
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fore1gn sh ,pp1ng . Transit of these d 'ea~ wa~ duthortzed as necessary to ~onduct 
air operattons . Immed1ate pursu1t tnt~ the restr1cted ayeas was also penn1tted. 

Two control a~eas ex1sted on the NVNtlaotlan Bofder: (I\ a Radar Control 
Zone (RCZl encompass;n9 the area w•th ' n NVN .fTlnea : cstel,y aa..,dcent to the laot .an 
Border and extending 10 NM into NVN a~ r~nn ~ ng fr~ the DMZ no~thward to 19° 
30 ' N; and (2 ) the Laotian Buffer Zo~e of the ~arne width as the RCL extending 
northward from 19° 30 ' N to 22:· 00 N The Rules of Engagement for the RCZ 
prohibited U, S. fo(ces from strik ing target:: unless unaer pos1t1ve rat1ar control. 
In conducting these stri Kes, airc~aft had to be vectored to tatget coordin~tes, 
or t~ the in· t1al coord1nates of an armed ·econ route and released for missi on 
accomplishment Convent1onal a1rcraft, wh 1ch were perfJrming as str1~etFAC atr­
craft, were perm1tted to strike 1n the RCZ Without ~adar control, 1f 1t were 
not ava1lable . M;ssions flown elsewnere ln the NVN, outs1de the DMZ and RCZ, 
had to be radar vectored, unt1l the a1r~ratt was pos1t ~ely establ,shed as 

21t being outs i de these areas pr1or to be ng relea~ed fof mi~~ 1 on accompl1~hme~t--

This rig1d1ty of the Rule~ of E~gagement fJ r tne com 1 ~g campa1gn was the 
28/ subject of a message sent on 28 March 1968, ffom ClNCPACAt to the 7AF Commande~ 

Cur~ent restr •::t1ons w1th in wtncn US force~ mu~t :>perate ,,.. No-rth V1etn~m. 
stated ClNCPACAF, co : lec.t 1 ·~e i _y repre;ent (In :mpre~ ~ . .:e ._,,ctu"'e of the 1 !O\Itdtion~ 
on the effect ~ vene~s of fo r ce ; now n p ' a~e .n Southeast As ·a The present 
rest~ictions, di~ad~antageou~ tJ All ied force~ operat~ng 1n an e~t-remely d1ff1cult 
a1r defense environment, were serv1ng enemy airc•aft tv advantage . The total 
impact of the~e variou~ ~elf- :mpo~ed ( e~t(ict1on~ was provid~ng the e~emy a 
sanctua~y situation wh1ch he was us lng to great advantage ~n Hanoi, Ha1phong, 

i2. 



... 

and throughout the LOC structure in North Vietnam. lt was 1ncons1stent from 

a military point of view to build up and reinforce U.S. forces in SVN without 

major relaxation of existing restr1ct1ons on the u.s. air and naval offens1ve 
29/ 

against NVN .-

This annual plea for mo~e bombing lat1tude and for a relaxation of the 

Rules of Engagement was smothered by a pres,dential decis ion thre~ days later. 

On the evening of 31 March 1968, President Johnson made the twin surprise 

announcements that he would not be available for the presidential nomination 

that Sllllrner, and that 11 he had ordered our a1rcraft and surface vessels to make 

no attacks on North Vietnam except in the area north of the DMZ where the con-
30/ 

tinuing enemy buildup directly threatens J'.ll1ed forward pos it,ons . .. - The 

Chief Executive had placed outside the reach of American airpower precisely 

that area which military judgment cons1dered to be the most essential to strike . 

On 1 April, airstrit<.es north of 20·~ N were discontinued and two days later the 

line was moved one degree southward . L1mtt.ed aer1a1 ~econnai ssance into NVN 

and the Gulf of Tonkin continued to be authorized . B~t atrcraft operat \ng over 

the Tonkin Gulf had to remain over 1nter:~at1onal waters at an times . lnmediate 

pursuit of enemy aircraft over NIJN tc:r.,ttory or terf1tor1al waters was not 
3li 

pennitted. Maximum care was :J be taken not to overfly Ch1Com territory .-

A JCS message declared that effect•~e at 1300Z (2100H Saigon time) on 

l Novent>er 1968, all offens·ive operatlons against NVN and the DMZ and withm 

the claimed 12-NM territorial waters would be te~1nated , The ROE for the 

post-bombing period were established and permitted 1mmediate pursuit 1nto NVN 

territorial seas or airspace in re~pon~e to hosttle acts and in pursuit of any 
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vessel or aircraft who~e act.on~ · 'IO ·cated wltn "'ea!,Onable ce"tdlnty that 1t 

was operating ·,n suppon of the VC/NI/N ''~SU•ge'lcy ;n SVN Us . na"a ' and aH 

forces engaged 1n immediate pur~ult Jf the NVN naval and ai~ e ' ement~ we~e not 

author · led to attack otner unf t e '~d : ~ for cei ~, Ins tallat ion! encounte~ed, e~cept 

1n response to an attack b$ tnem and tna~ oniy t) the e(tent necessa•y for 
32/ 

se If-defense .- A second JCS me~.;>age. also dated : Novemt>er : V~, c.tuth,v; <"P.d 

the des~n .. c.t,on of SAt~ and AAA weaJ,~OI'J:: ; ·n ~ta :: atH>ns> and ::.•Jp!)J'·t·ng hc.lli· 

ties i n NVN south of 19~ N wh.c.h f;red at Al l :ed a .r~raft f'Jm a cr~ss or from 
33/ 

with~n the DMZ .- In a clanfi cat ;Jn of th ; ~ r•J•e leiter : 1'1 tne .• Jonth, perm1s~,on 

to destroy aggress:ve SAM and AAA S\te~ and fa ~· i· t 1e) n NvN was extended to 
34; 

those wh ich fired at Allied al r( ' dft o~er Lao~ 

Thus ended the ROLLING THUNDER campa 1gn In early 1968, ~ust p ~ tor to the 

1 Apr1 1 1968 boobing halt, many .)ff1c : al~ oel1e11ed the campa1gn of g .. aduated 

pre~su'e through the use of u.s. a: rpower had ~"ea:hed a po :nt wh :h appeared 

JUSt short of allow~ng max1mum app ;• cot 1on Author tj had bee~ ettended to 

allow airstr.kes to with1n 10 NM of ~ano1 and w•thln 4 NM ot Halpho~g All 

major industrial productlon had been ha 1ted, near :y a ' Jf the maJor b~1dges 

had been laid in the water, a•l a J rtleld~ e(cept G1a Lam had been attacked. and 

there wa~ open d~scus~ 1 u11 •n ~he U S through the new~ mea1a to :lo::.e the Port 

of Ha 1 phong , In short, NVN was fa .. 1 ng another ~ummer· ~ea~on of good w~clther 
35, 

condit1ons and i nc~eased U. S. a :rstriKc act · ~ ~ ty . -- The I Aprl i oomb.~g halt, 

and even more so the complete ce~~at1on of bomb1ng on l November i968, cut 

short this development . 
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SU~~ARY OF ROE FOR ROLLING THUNDER 

The Rules of Engagement fo~ ROLLING THUNDER from beginning to end faith­

fully mirrored the political aims and limited military objectives of this air 

campaign . In the strictly military sphere, the ROE established sanctuaries/ 

restr1cted areas within which airstrikes could not be conducted . Havens were 

provided within enemy territory which were used to cache, import, replenish, 

launch attacks,. and to use for political propaganda whenever the sanctuary 

was inadvertently violated . Interrelated target systems were never authorized. 

The overriding consideration for avoidance of population centers precl~ded 

attacks on military targets in important cities such as Nam Dinh and Thanh Hoa. 

The agricultural sector of the NVN economy was protected . Anti-dike and anti­

crop campaigns were not undertaken. Third country shi pping was protected to 

an extent that prohibited attacks or mining activities against NVN's three 

major ports.l§/ Taken collectively these restrictions, while reducing potential 

effectiveness of a),·power, contributed to the national policy as determined by 

the Commander-in-Chief. 
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CHAPTER L! 

LAOS 

After the November bombing halt 1n NVN, the focus of air operations 
centered more than ever on Laos , The bas1c Ameri can pol~~y towa'd this country 
had been set in 1961 by President John F. Kennedy ' s decis ion t~ attempt to 
neutralize Laos through pol i t ;cal ag~eement, wh ~ l e retaini ng er.ough ~~rength 
among pro-Western and friendly military forces 1n the Mekong River Valley to 
protect the flanks of Thailand . The maJor u.s. military effort was to be con­
centrated against the North Vietnamese in South V1etnam. This decis i on to 
attempt the neutralization of laos was based largely on the assumpt1on that the 
USSR and the U.S. shared a common ' nterest i n keeping Laos neutral and outside 

1/ 
the ChiCom sphere of influence .-

By 1966, the conflict in Laos had, in effect, become two wa~s, each with 
a somewhat different objective and d\fterent Rule~ of Engagement. In the 
northern war, the USSR had fa il ed to re s t ~a i n the NVN . The conf1 i ct :n the north-
eastern provinces along the border of NVN wa~ bound up w1th the tradi t i ona ~ 

Tonkinese interest in that area. Du~1 ng the earl ier French colonia i per1od, two 
of these provinces were actual ly administered f~om Hanoi rather than f~om Vlen­
tiane. It was not unt il 1942 t :.cit they we .. e tu "" ned over t o Vient iane and the 
Laot1an enti ty. The NVN insur~ents in the~e prJ. tnces operated through a fYont, 
the Pathet lao (PL), whi ch was contro ~ ~ed from HdnJi , Thi~ nortnern war was 
one of positi on and maneuver. The US /Roya ~ Laot ian Government (RLG ) ObJective 
was to take and hold terrain, and in so do i ~g t J expand the influence of the 
RLG th roughout northern Laos. By so dJ1ng, it was hoped the RLG wou ld be in 
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a position of strength 1f. and when, 1t part·lCi pated at the conference table. 
y 

U.S . air operat1ons ; n northern Lao~ supported th !s obJeCtlve . 

The other Laotian war, 1n the Southern panhandle, ,n;t,ally nad d1fferent 

objectives. It was directly assoc1ated w1th the NVN ~upport of 1ts operations 

in SVN and was a war of attrit1on, lnftltrat1on, and interd1cticn a1o~g the 

Ho Chi Minh Trail. The few tribal 1nnabHants of thi~ eastern mounta1n area 

did not front for the NVN-- i t was comp'etel.i an NVN operation NVN soldiers 

guarded the trail structure; NVN eng1nee~s dld the road building; NVN coolies 

carried the supplies down the trail .. Whereas the objective of u.s. ai r opera­

tion~ in the north was the preservation of the flank of Thal land, in the pan~ 

handle. it was the 1 nterd1 ct·. on of supp 11 es wh~ ch passed from ~!VN to SVN . 

The dual nature of the conflict was reflected by the divis,on of the 

country for the purpose of air operat ;ons l ~to two sectv~s. the northern BARREL 

ROLL (BR) area and the southern STEEL TIGER (5L) reg1on Tne l1ne separat1ng 

these operating areas ran frJm the Nape Pass (18' 27' N/105~ 06~E) on the NVN/ 

Laotian Border, westward tv 18° 20 N/103, 57 ' E on the Tna1 1Laot1an Border . 

The ROE for both BR and SL were estab : • sned b,y ClNCPAC and the Amen can Embassy 

(AmEmb), Vient1ane. MAC~ coora1nated w~ th and obta•ned approval f: om AmEmb, 

Vientiane, for the conduct of a1r ope(atlon~ D) PACOM forces and kept the 
~~ 

American Embassy in Bangkok fully J~formed of the use of Thai-based aircraft. 

Seventh Air Force was the operat1ng agenc.y fer a1rstrH.e~ in laos and the rules 
4/ 

established by the c011111ander were des :gnated as 11 0perat1ng Rules ."- By presi-

dential directive, the U. S. Ambassador to Laos was respo~~1Dle for all U.S. 
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activ'lt'i es in support of the RLG . The KeJ r·u ;e ~1ayed by tne Amer !cao Emba~~.Y• 

Vientiane, in determining the Ru 'les of Engagement, help:; to expld:n tne natu""e 

of the rules during this period . 

Tne BR/SL Ru1es of Engagement for :966 and th~ f 1 ~st t~0 mJnth~ Gf ·967 

were relat ~ vely simple . (Fig . 2 ) Se~en armed ~ecoo areas were ~~eat~d a 1 ong 

the NVNilaotian Border. They were lettered A tnrougn G YuMi ng ,,J.• th t.o ~o;;th. 

With·!n these areas, U.S. aircraft could st .~iKe without further pe .. mi:.~ · on any 

targets of opportunity that wer-e outs~de v ~ 1lages and w·; thin 200 ia"'ds Jf a 

motorable trail or road. Targets fartheY than 200 yard$ t~om a motorabie ~oad 

could be struck only with permission ~nd under FAC cJntrol, 0"" when gunf ire wa~ 

f1rst received from the target . Outs1de these armed re~on z~nes, t : ~ed targets 

and targets of opportunity could be stn.JC.K only i f tney we'e ,;alidat~d RLAF 

"A" or "B" targets (APP. I), approvdl had been obta tned f r om the Atr Attache, 

Vientiane . the Ass i stant AIRA, Satannakhet, or dn autno~ized FAC w~tn a LaJ 

observer on board who possessed VdllOat ·on d~tno•tty, Jr i f gunf1re had been 

rece ·i ved from the target. 

FACs were required under a var 1~ty ot :. · tuat ·.on~, notab•y on -:.. .ose d l '" 

support missions, when called for by the ArnEmb, Vi~nt1ane, when ,t'i~·~g w<tn n 

f : ve KM of the Cambod1an Border , ,;.~fld on a11 n1ght :;u·;kes aga · n~t fil(ed ta·ge!:i 
5: 

unl e~s they were controlled by grJund ~·ddd · <MSQI.- A 1 :- :.. .. aft w i tno~,~t FAC or 

MSQ assistance had to conf·tnn tneir pos,t1on oy radar or tact1cai ai r nav1gat•on 

(TACAN). Prior to entering or exit1ng SL armed rec.on a,.·ea~, a ;r::.rott had to 

establish radio/radar contact with the appro~r ' dte ground-c0nt Yvl 1ed 'ntercept 

CGCI) site. Classified ordnance was prohibited Napalm cou·:d be emp•oyed '" 
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BR/SL under FAC control, along infiltration routes within the SL area, against 

validated RLAF numbered targets and against motorized vehicles, but not against 

truck parks or other targets of opportu~ity. 

The political situation in the north led to restrictions against air 

attacks on certain areas. Under no circumstances was ordnance to be expended 

on the villages of Sam Neua, Khang Khai, or Xieng Khouangville p,ven in resp~r.s@ 

to hostile fire. Camp fires and civilian habitations were not to be attacked. 

Populated areas were to be avoided to the maximum extent possible. Vientiane 

and Luang Prabang were to be skirted by at least 25 NM• restricted areas with 

a radii of 10 NM and heights of 15,000 feet were created around the friendly 

villages of Savannakhet, Attopeu, Thakhet, Saravanne, and Pakse. 
~ 

Within the restricted Attopeu circle ran Route 110, a major avenue of 

infiltration. In a meeting held at Tan Son Nhut AB 1n November 1966 among 

MACV, 7AF, and AIRA representatives to clarify the Rules of Engagement for Laos, 

the Air Attache representative said that he had intended no restriction to 

armed recon along Route 110 within this 10-NM circle. The Basic Operations Order 

was subsequently changed to allow armed recon within this portion of the 
y 

restricted area. 

During the third week in February 1967, further restrictions were placed 

on air attacks within the BR area. Nearly all of these restrictions were 

temporary and were motivated primarily by political considerations. After 

Soviet questions concerning strikes on Khan Khay had arisen, the rule for that 

village was strengthened to create a six-NM restricted area around the town. 

A temporary restricted area was also placed around Xieng Khounagville, because 
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the lnternat tonal Controi Connn s~ 1 on ( lCC. i nad oeen tnv: ted to the v1· ·dge 

to discuss USAF bombing 1n Laos. No armed fecJn was au t hor fzed on the south 
8.' 

srde of the Nam Ou River because f·iend 'r,y fur.:e:> we'"e ope ~at1ng in t.h~ ; ,.. ea 

In .March 1967, a maJO"' ::.ha'lge o.= Zv"les and Rule-; vt £ngagernE~I'It f J' tho:> SL 

nea resu ~ ted from a series of highly- jJUb 'i c1zed Shor t Round inc1dent> nea :" 

the Laoti an/SVN/NVN Borders . On 12 FeoNary, the t..-lendly Laot·.an 111ll age of 

Muong Phalane was inadvertently attacked by three F- 105 a1rcraft . The . nte~ded 

target was a highway bridge 24 NM nor t.heas t vf Muong Pna ·, ane Three L aot 1 an 

civil i ans we .. e killed and mne inJured Eleven houses ifere deH ··oyed dnd 

th ~ rty damaged. The i ncident was an apparent CdSe of tdrget m·s de.'lt l flcot 10n 

Muong Phalane i s on the 130'' rad ial of t he Naknon Phanom (NKP j TACN~ dt 68 NM; 

it has a bridge in the center of the v1 t lage . The br1dge aga'ns t whiCh the 

F-105 flight was fragged was on the 113° rad ial of the NKP TACAN at 69 NM . The 

f1nal report of 1nvestigat1on stated tnat d~parently tne p1lot Jflddvertently 

tracked outbound on a heading of appro~ tmate1 y 130" and S\Qhted a ta,get wht~h 

by sheer coinc1dence was the same distance f rom NK~ ash~~ Intended ta•get The 
9, 

missfon was under no outside control ~uch a~ ~AC or COMBA r SKY)~Or -

Another Short Round inc ident ;>ccun·ed on ? Mar <.n wnen tne RIJN v 1 i ldge of 

Lang Vei was struck by two F-41. a1rcrott The f• tght ! eader · ~ ;ncended tdrget 

was a group of trucks bel 1eved pd rked a t;)ngs de a r;>2d under tne t · ee: The 

flight had been released by an a irborne FAC to conduct anned r e c~n tn the r : GfR 

HOUND area of Laos. along the RVN Border . Stx 500- lb. bombs, fou• LAU-3A 

rocket pods, and CBU-2 bomblets were e~pended on the vi 11 age of Lang Ve• ~hi~h 

was obscured by the forest canopy. Eighty-three RVN C1Vll t a~~ we~ k ~ ! 1ed . 170 
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were wounded, and the village was 60-70 percent destroyed. The attack was made 

under conditions of reduced visibility caused by haze and the approaching 

sunset. But the primary cause was navigational error. The flight leader's 

TACAN was inop~rative . A reading taken from the wingman ' s instrument was mis­

interpreted. The flight believed itself to be 24 NM from Lang Vei and over 
10/ 

Laos rather than over RVN.--

In an attempt to reduce the number of these incidents, the SL area was 
11/ 

rezoned early in March 1967.-- (Fig. 3.) The armed recon line was rescinded 

and four north-south zones were created, each with its own Rules of Engagement. 

The former TIGER HOUND Special Operating Area along the Laos/NVN/SVN Border 

was redes1gnated as Zone I and remained a free fire area with the same Rules of 

Engagement as before. The AmEmb, Vientiane, authorized armed recon in this 

zone without FAC control on all roads, trail~, paths, and rivers; airstikes 

were allowed against a 11 forms of enemy activity outs ·ide 500 meters of active 

villages. Seventh Air Force, however, insisted on the use of a FAC in Zone I, 

even though the AmEmb, Vientiane, did not, because "to the guy in the air the 

line on the map means nothing. He could never be sure there wasn't going to be 
JY 

a violation " This decision was proof of one of the main drawbacks of the 

new division--its complexity . 

Any validated RLAF "A" or "B" targets, as well as any area from which 

ground fire was received, could be attacked . Prior to conducting strikes with­

out FAC control, the pilot had to confirm his position by radar or TACAN as 

being within Zone I. Aircraft unable to establish a positive fix by use of 

available navigational aids prior to entering this zone had to abort unless FAC 
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t ~ on of fnendiy teams ur un1ts . 

ARC LIGHT ~trikes with :n Zone i. re;u l 'ej pr·o' lia •ldn· :m by V :!lt. '3ne 
ba~ed :.;n !JhOto coverage and nortlldi ,ll 'e tl":gence JJst;f,cation. M·;'•e·t..:;pe m•Jn · · 
t i ons (MK-36, M-28, and Graven ~:>uld be delivered only on ~ '? 1 gct.ed ta~ get~ a.; 
approved by Vientiane and directed bJ 7AF; O" unaer fAC :'Jnt ."o l on RLAF v..: :iti1: • . 

ed targets; or against motonzed ~ en ' cles; O'f agal"lst an ar·ea f'rvm wn ' ch gro~.ond 

iwe was be1ng rece1Ved, unles~ th i s a'ea were an act1ve v11"lage No aP·st n l<e~ 
\3/ c.ou ~ d be conducted closer than f:ve I<M of the Camood1an1La'.>tlan B:>"de' 

IIT1Tiediately west of thi s free fi ..-e area was Zone II, wh·ich ~tretcned f :· ~m 

17° 40' N, south to the Cambodian Border Th ·. ; cor ··;dor wa.; el'lte"'ed f.::.n N\'N 

by two of the three major doorw~s to the Ho Ch! Minh T: a• 1--Mu Gia and Ban 
Karai passes . Since it was mof'e popu lous than Zon~ I, tne ROE fot" lone I! we'"e 
s l ightly more restrictive . Ta:--gets of opportunity could oe atti:.l<ed aa, OY 

n-ght, as 1:mg as they were with-n 200 yard;) ot a motu .. ab ' e t ·"all Jr yoad and 
outs-ide of vfllages . Outside of th ':) 200-,yard 11m1t targets .:ovld be ': t" uc. ~< 

only -. f they were validated RLAF pti Jrity "A"~:-- "B" target~ .. With tne e.-.:.ept· on 
of acti ve villages, any area from wh i en grJund f ,..e was re.:e1 ved c.ou I d be ~ t :--.J;:k 

w'thout FAC/MSQ control . Searchlight~ C)u ~ d d i ~o oe attacked. \f tt were 
positively deternnned they were of tM n' gh inten~ ~ ty anua i:·.:.ratt t.YJJe t;t'\d 
were ·: o~ated 1n prox1mity to autnor1.zed ;)t·rke a)·eas . W1de-beam boctts and 
barges which were engaged in m1lltary act -.v : th!S could be ~ tru :k unde .. F~C 14/ 
control .-

The next area to the west, Zone I ll , e~tended f~om the po .nt on the 
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NVN/laotian Border where the northern limit of RP II joined the northern 

boundary of SL down to '6° 00' N. The entrance from NVN into Zone III was 

Nape Pass, the third major starting point of the Ho Chi Minh Trail. The Rules 

of Engagement for this zone were even more restrictive than those for Zones I 

and 11. Targets, regardless of their location, could not be struck without 

FAC or MSQ control. The only allowable exceptions to this rule were areas 

from which ground fire was received and where high-intensity antia1rcraft 

searchlights were located in proximity to authorized strike areas. Targets 

outside villages could be struck, if they were within 200 yards of a motorable 

road or trail. Farther than 200yards,targets could not be attacked, unless 

they were either validated RLAF "A" or "B" targets, approved by one of the 

AIRAs, or approved by a Lao observer aboard a FAC or Airborne Battlefield 

Command and Control (ABCCC) aircraft. The remaining rules were the same as 

those for Zones I and II . 
ill 

In the funnel-shaped, northern end of Zone III, a special area was set 

aside for the t~aining of Road Watch Teams (RWT) . No strikes were permitted 

in this area unless the pilot was in positive radio contact with one of ·the 

ground RWTs through a FAC or the ABCCC . 

The remaining area was d~signated as Zone IV . This was the region that 

contained the bulk of the native population of southern Laos. While the 

spine of the Annam Mountain Range ran through the first three zones, the fourth 

zone was largely an area of plains, bounded on the west principally by the 

Mekong River Valley. The major towns of the Laotian panhandle were located 

in this region--Savannakhet, Saravane, Thakhek, Attopeu, and Pakse. Since 

the NVN objective in the panhandle was the creation and maintenance of LOCs 
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rurm~ng down the mountain range t~·om NVN into Ca·nt>oa.a and RVN, dnd the U. S 

object~ ve was "ts inte.,..diction, Zone lV wa~ largely ignofed by the-:,e co;;ntn e~ 

Consequently, the Rules of Engagement ior a : rpo~e' · n Zone IV were the most 

"eSt'~"' ' ct1ve of ani ~n SEA AI ·. st· -, k~~ w tn;n th .s lCir'le had to 1'\-}.,e the 

double safeguard of AIRA approval and FAC cont ... ol .. Str 1<e~ could De directed 

oniy by Raven or Na i1 FACs. The.,..e were two el(cep~ 10n~ to th ·• ru ' e. 't I two 

Eng!.sh-speaking, Lao ground Forwa~d A1 : Gu1 de~ (fAG~ · •n the -mme1 i~e a·~a J' 

Attopeu were authorized to request and dire~t u.s. a''Stt'lke~ w · tl'l~ut p~,~- AiRA 

va1idation; and (2) helicopters or escort a1rcrart actively engaged . ., Search 

and Rescue lSAR) missions could ,.eturn gr·ound t ·."'e• but not Ol:t-:ilde I ,000 

meters in all d~rections from the exact ·:J\..at:·Or'l :., w'l1 ~ n the SAR operat.1on~ 

were be~ng conducted. 

Twenty-one miles northwest of Saravane. Route 23. o maJ~' l!n~ ot the 

Ho Chi Minh Tra1l, left Zone l!i and entered Z~ne IV The Z~ne I': Rules vf 

Engagement followed It into Zone IV , unt1 ·1 it disappea•ed .nto ttt~ 10 NM 

restr1cted c1rcle a'r"ound Saravane . 

Restricted areas remained in effect around the ~1ve ~ · l !age~ ~ · ready 

designated 1n Zone IV, and to th~ was added a ~-~th·-~1uong Pna ione Al~('att 

could not approach w· th in 10 ~~or 15,000 teet Jt tnese tJ~~s . A ~m~' : : 

speciai :>p~rat1ng area ca1 1ed CRICI<.ET WEST tCitl) wa!:. marked ~ff w th .n Zone ~ '1. 

twenty mile!:. east of NKP a·!ong the Zone !rL·lo'le ! -J bO·Jnd~'J W· th : ., cw, ecl:h 

target had to be validated prior to a strike, eitha~ by an a.rborne Lao FAC o· 

by ~adio request to the Assfstant A!RA, Sa~an~a~~et . All ~tf:~e~ nad to be 

under FAC control except when gr~und fire was ~ece1ved 
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Fa~ to the south ~ear the Cambod;an Borde~ . Route 110 crossed Zone IV 

from west to east and t h~n e~te 'ed Zone I Al though two-th.rds of th1s road 
~/ 

was in Zone IV, the Zone 1 rules app l ted t o a:: of it 

In the northern wav, the tn 'ee armed .. econ z:>nes d bng th~=> laoi NVN Border. 

designated A, B, and C, ~emalned unchanged Tne Rule3 of Engagement for these 

a~eas were 1dentical to tnose of SL Zone i f In tne ~est of BR, outside these 

armed recon sectors a'tl ti'll"gets had to be va l1dated ~nd strikes had to be FAC 

contro11ed . A-1 air~raft were author ized tJ FAC for themsel ves, 1f they had 

been briefed by the Udvrn Contro~ led Amer·:can Source (CAS) or, •f not briefed 

by the CAS, against valldated RLAF ta rgets. or when they were in contact with an 

authorized CAS team ch ~ ef o~ Rave., FAC A 11.; t Jf the CAS team ch·il:'fs author, zed 

to validate targets and control str iKes was p~ov • ded In tne 7AF Operat;ons Oraer. 

Prohibited areas def ined b.Y a c;;·::l e w' th a 25-NM Yadius rema tned in effect 

around Vienti ane, the po't l t · c~t cap :ta i , and Luang Prabang, the ~o.Yal capltal 

No ordnance could be expended with in a 6-NM radius from the cente• of Khang 

Khay nor on the town of Sam Neua . 

No free zone exi~ted ;n LaJS fo; JettlSJn ~ ng l:ve ordnance . ln case of 

emergency, all ordnance except napalm Cvu 'l a be dNpped under viSible condit1ons 

on any motorable trail, road, turd, o~ br1dge w th •n the BR armed recon areas 

and Zones I and II 1n STEEL liGER , Napa .m could be Jettisoned un certa1n 
17/ 

specified road segments in Lao~ under radar ~ontro\ . --

~e total effect of these i 967 changes to the Rules of Engagement was to 
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make them more comple'll and po:;~ bly mo'e restflcttve . :n usage. :>orne of the 

rules proved impractica. . An e)(amp1e of the restnt:tlvene.).:~ of the ROE may be 

seen in the rule requiring vaiidatlon of tatget~ Three major ROE hampe~ed 

ARC L!GHT operat•ons ;n central and southe'n Lao~ Strlke3 cou·d not be m~de 

on targets that were with,n three KM of fr,~nd'J fJrce~ such as RWT~ or su~­

pected PW camps . In add1tton. no ARC LIGHT strtkes could be e(ecuted w>th•n 

f1 ve KM of the Cambodian Border . Finally. t he~e cou 1 d oe no ~hr rle~. tem~ t e ~ . 

national monuments, places of wor~htp or active hut~ and villages wlth ;n the 

target area. It was th is f1na1 ~ule that created most of the problems foY 

obtaining validat~on for lucrat ' ve ARC LIGHT tdrgets . Accordtng to Seventh A1r 

Fo~ce records, the average t ime consumed between tdenttficat ion of an area and 

the clearance to str1ke was 15.5 day~ . A ldrge port :on of thts time (6 8 day~) 

was used for admin1nstrative proces~1~g. tran~mis~1on Jf the valtdat'on request, 

and awaiting Vientiane's response . Since succes~ of tnese mtss1ons requ1red 

timely strikes 1n response to the most 'ecent tntelliqe~ce a~aliab l e, tne ext~t­

ing administrative processes and Rules of Engagement combi~ed to 'edu:e the 
18; 

t imellness and effectlVeness of B-52 bomb 1ng . --

The problem of val1dation t1me was thoroughlj d\~cu~~ed ~t ~ co1ference 

at Udorn RTAFB in September 1968. Tne 7Af t•gure~ i ndiCating tnat lt tJo~ 

Vientiane from three to flve ddys to p~Jce~~ ~umtnat1on~ fo~ str1Ke~. and e:ght 

to ten days for renominat1ons, were refuted oy the AmEmb fep~esentattve Embassy 

records indicated its response 11'1 most ca~es was within one v~" two days, e~cept 

when extensive analysis of friend 'l,y ~ersonnel Of RWT act1v1t,y nece~~!tated 

longer periods of time . As a result of th~se d\scus~ : ons, a dec 1s 1on was made 
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to streamline the validation procedures. The 7AF representative proposed the 

creation of Special ARC LIGHT Operating Areas (SALOAs), each of which would 

contain several target boxes capable of being validated en masse. The Vientiane 

American Embassy representative reluctantly agreed to this proposal. Although 

validation time rose to 25.5 days {7.0 days at Vientiane) after the creation 
w 

of the SALOAs, this was partially explained by the fact that l~rger number"~ 

of targets were validated at once. Validation time continued to be a problem, 

with tactical as well as strategic airstrikes. 
w 

In October 1968, the Air Attache in Vientiane issued a list of rules and 

restriction~ pertaining to the BR area. This list highlighted the complexity 

which had crept into the Rules of Engagement. JCS-imposed restrictions 

included those against operating in BR areas Alpha, Bravo, and Charlie within 

10 NM of the NVN Border, armed reconnaissance on certain designated routes, 

COLLEGE EYE, Hot Pursuit, air operations adjacent to the ChiCom Border, and 

ARC LIGHT. The AmEmb, Vientiane, controlled ordnance, target validations, PW 

camp restrictions, defoliation, and ground and Raven FAC operations. Seventh 

Air Force imposed tactical AF release altitude restrictions for high threat 
21/ 

areas, and command and control procedures governing laos strikes .--

The profusion of areas in laos, the narrowness of the zones, and the lack 

of outstanding geographical/navigational features created problems with the 

new arrangement. In July 1968, the Commander, 7AF, proposed simplification of 

the rules, so that the ROE for Zone I would be extended to Zones II and III; 
ill 

the Zone III rules would be put into effect in Zone IV and CRICKET WEST. 
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Although these proposals we'e not a~ted u~o~ . the ~roblems of cootple~1t1 and 

rest~ i cti~eness came up at i meet ~ ng ~t Udo-n R!ArB two month ~ late~ . T~e 

purpose of the meeting wa~ tJ ' 'Jn out the ground r u l e~ for the fo~thcJm1ng 

COMMANDO HUNT campa ~ gn \n SL Z)1a ;: 

Laos and Thailand and the Commande ~s ot 7AF and 7Af/13AF ranged acros~ the entire 
23/ 

spectrum of existing ROE and the problems C'eated o1 them. --

The conti nuing problem of va ~ 1dat 1 on tirne ~ame 1.1p f~' :2 ) .:~ss · :>n Refe'· 
24, 

~•ng to ARC LIGHT strikes, the OCS,Intel , 'AF, commented:--

"It ~.;oc ~ :m t he a·JGr-aa ~ -;,f ~- f d.l~ S ·.~:; ga" ! h ~ f i t i>~ 

ARC LIGF!r box :.•a ! i,dat ; d . H;:'.Jeve~, one Ali": U GI/T b;x 
for B B- E2s agai.nst tJ16 :l :,uag~ :;f ? ~ r. r ...... ~k pa ~·k;: w.,: . . 
•)YaZd 31- '.Je you abol-f r. a ;~oz p2 .. ;,b·un: •- t~ .-;,f h~· ~ n ·•~ <; It:; 

t~cks So yo4 need ~ b-:,·xt:s fe r !3- S;_. e . A:-.d ~-t ) :·d~Y 
t o get vet:.ida i:. ion f;·'l' r::cl. ~· '~*<~ a"i :.: ha-:r 5- $ -:i::"c ~,. 
;m'tailed. So as a .:•o"ls .q'.(!: "l.:.'-< •.·f ,·h:! :.~J:;; .. ;r, .. dmt "'i: ­
tra t ~ue problem, th€ n,•.:d t :.i o:.. dd t Jia51i b :·d<i '·~ ;;Yt'j 

get th~m off tc S4CJ u.\ : w=-r :.: .. b!.t r·: g'H ·; '1 :~ ~ r.r f ,..,. --
tion ::-J' th<:. effcl·t. Wl:f i.J:m ! .• 1. l :u.:;:..l.d h;p.,- :It~·· .·., 
~~.r j''u.ttu·e disc::....ao i ., :-? : w~ ;.': .. jld ~ ·~ .. "', :..~ ,,.:~ C )-7t.J ;:r ... ··: t::l .• :· \ ... 
that wou i,d h~ 1..p :,o i •, ('I Y· ~ ... .rt ~·'.l·'~'tp :l <.gn 11 

The Deputy Ch·.ef of Staff, Inte; ligenc.a, a:so ~tated iT•Och t me had be~n 

lost 'in Zone 11, due to the inab• llt,y' to get va l tdcit·on fJ'' COMBAT 5~ttSPOT The 

Ambassador to Lao~ rephc.u that he wds u:~:swar·e of an_y V ~Jt>lems .,. !h the 'llal,da-

tion system and knew that AIRA had ~d '! dQted target~ a~ qu lckly as s ·x m1nutes 

after acqu1sit 1on It was his op :n.on that tha exi~t : ng mach inery fo, val ~ da· 

ti~n was good--1t was a question of prope r u~age, and brtef,ng of personne ; 
ill 

required to use it. 

A major factor hurt1ng the tfucK k- 11 rat•o, in the op•n ion of 7AF. was 
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the r~quirement for FAC verif1catlon and clearance for strikes against visual 

sightings. The element of surprise, essenti al when dealing with perishable 

targets, was lost due to the overt nature of the FAC miss ion, which gave the 

enemy ample warning to evade by driving off the road . The FAC requirement for 

identification of trucks was unnecessary because "the only ones running around w 
are NVN. .. The Ambassador replied t hat some of the Rules of ::ngagement w~~e 

not too well understood . In Zones I and II the FAC requirement was not too 

important and, except for several specific areas of suspected PW camps, could 

be removed. Two factors made it necessary to continue the requ1 .·ement for FACs 

in Zone III. One was the presence there of RWTs and Commando units. The other 

was the friendly population of the area which provided logistical support to 

the RWTs . 

On the question of munitions, 7AF requested relaxation of some of the 

restrictions . The CS agent was an excellent area dental weapor. and was needed 

to slow down the enemy's effort at repairing his roads . Yet, its use was not 

authorized anywhere in Laos. The Ambassador agreed to refer the quest1on of using 

the CS agent to higher authority at Washington but, knowing the feeling in the 

State Department about it. he was sure they would not buy it . Further, given 

the propaganda aspects of the weapon, he knew that Souvanna Phouma would not be 

too eager about it. 

In Zones II and III, only targets of opportunity within 200 yards of a 

motorable road could be struck. The Ambassador interpreted the 200-yard 

limitation this way : 
'flJ 

"Many of yo'Ur' {fAtJ people haL·e t )'lterpr-eted that to mean 
that if ther>e 's a tr>u.ok pCU'k ovel• 200 yards ..u./ay fr-om a 
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k-wt.m road~ 1- t 's g:z:cl.'Aded. Th1-e 1:~ ~:;~!· ""-; I/ r;it.j 
trruok got from th~a Y'oad tJ t11P. tr·w .. ·Z. p'21·•k. , ~. t ~ s 
ipso [aoto a moto¥>ab?.~ road or· naH. Sc.. an!:fpt-:.~.-.:r,: 
th:..tt !fOU find a veh-;.cle~ d .;·( .~a'l a5JIOI~ th:u 1..t ~-;f there on someT:hing tha.'l. ·1-a fair> garma , lf y •;.1, f i..nd 
a t:!"'uok you oar. aaa:.ur.~ :. 1: t~~.n ~~r·ed u,.:. r-<. , :. ~ dz dn ' ' 
1.~·op thel'e . " 

No change in the Rules of Engagement f.Jr the COMMANDO HUNT c~tupa,gn resulted 
from these di5cussions . 

Cessation of bombing over N~N on i Novemoe~ 1968 brought abo~t a change )~ 

the rules for the Laotian/NVN Border area. Immed iately after the l.~lt, a 
poslt 1 ~e control area 10 NM wide was created lnside Laos, aiong the borde~, 

~8/ to protect against inadvertent penetrat1on of the NVN a1rspace-- Seve~at day~ 
later, the JCS authodzed u.s. afrc,..:lft "t.J destroy SA~1 or AAA weapi)lls, insta 1• 

lations, and mmed1ate suppo!"tlrlg fac.l ;.t · e~ ' n NVN south of lg· .. wh1ch f:~e 
29/ at our aircraft over Laos . .,-

In December 1968, the tequlrement for ~AC or MSQ ~Jntroi of AC·4 7 gun-
30, sh:ps 1n Laos was waived to permit the accompl1shment of the AC·4? m•~s ) o~ . --

During the ~ame month, mlne-tjpe mun ' t1on~, su~h as the MK-36, BLUs, and Gravel 
were approved for use 1n Laos, but ordy on targeh vai,dated by the Amer 1can 31/ 
Embassy .- · The 1mpor tance vt Zone I~, through wh i en wound a maJ ::>•' po• t ' on of 
the Ho Ch1 Mlnh Trail, was h ~ ghltghted by a change · 1 the rulei pe~ta ! n!ng to 
the use of napalm. Whereas 1n l~ne 1, napa1m c~~ld ~Jt be used dga\n~t gu~ 
emplacements unless ground flre was received, 1n Zone ll lt ~ould be used 

32i against gun emplacements even though gr~und fire wa~ not received 

A major consolidation of the Rules of Engagement for Laos was ach'eved in 
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1969 . At an Apr1l meet· ng at V1entiane, representat1ves of AmEmb, V1ent:ane. 

MACV, and 7AF agreed to reduce the four SL zones to two. separated by a line 

running north-south down the center of the Laot1an panhandle The new div1sion 

became effect1ve on ll May (Fig . 5.) East of th1~ :~~e was a new area 

designated STEEL TIGER EAST which comprised areas formerly known as Zones I, II, 

and part of III, and the Spec1a1 Operating Ar!a along Route 110. The Rules of 

Engagement for SL/East were es~entla ' ly the 5ame as those fo r the former Lone 

II. Armed recon without FAC control was authorized w1th1n 200 meters of all 

routes when fragged by 7AF or cleaYed by ABCCC Targets of opportunity more 

than 200 meters from a motorable road could be struck only when controlled by 

FACs and when validated by the American Embassy, V1entiane Radar bombing was 

authorized against any targets hav1ng pr1or embassy approval Ordnance, except 

napalm and mine-type munitions, could be dropped armed or safe under v1sual 

conditions on any road, tra1l, fo~d, or bridge . Napalm was authorized for use 

under FAC control against motor1zed ~eh1cles and AA and automatic weapons firing 

at the aircraft. It could also be used against other validated targets . W1th 

the exception of vehicles, it could not be u~ed against targets of opportun1ty . 

Mine-type munitions and area den1al weapons were author,zed as validated and 

directed by 7AF . No gas weapons cJ~ld be used 1n laos e~cept for use 1n SAR 

missions . 

Active villages were to be avotded by 500 meters when conducttng a1rstrikes 

unless fired upon or when hlgh-1ntensity AA searchlight 1llumination was 

received. Ground fire could be returned from any area, except w1th1n 500 meters 

of a confirmed PW camp. F-105 a1rcraft were authorized to carry antiradiation 
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The area we)t of th \ ~ ~ i ne was de : gnated STEEL TIGER wesr dnd the Rules 

ot Engagement were e~sent 1 a !IJ tn~~e or th~ f~ ·mer Zone iV Arma1 ·econ wa~ 

not a~thori zed . Al i ~tt l Ke~ re~u ~ed ~ FAC or fo·~a · d A;: Gu1de No ' ida· 

bJmb~ ng or napalm would be u~ed unless spectf::~ ly a~th~r 1 z~d oy tne Amfmb, 

CAS EXFIL/INFIL and Air Force SAR ope ratlJns Th ; ~ aothor , z~tton was t ;mtted 

to an area 1,000 meters in all dtrections t~om tne exact iocat : on ~ n wh•~h these 
33/ 

~perations were bei ng conducted--

The April conference wa~ le~s so :ces~tu• •n chang1ng the R •Jle~ of Eflgage­

ment for the BR area . The Alpha, B'avo, and Chaflte area~ rema1~ed armed ~econ 

zones, with the same ROE a$ in the new•y de~ ; gnated STEEL TIGER EAST in the 

Alpha area, Route 19 was authorized to be st'uck . Aa i LOCs ;n Btd~o were 

approved for armed recon. Tn Cha~J · e, Routes 6, 61, ond 1 :ou :d be ~tru:k A 

Specia l Operattng Area (SOA) north~e)t of Khang Khal Wd!, de) .gndted a tree 

Strike Zone. When fragged ~ -, c'•eared 1nto tn;s Fre~ St"!'<e Zone by ABCCC, ~·r· 

c~aft could attack all forms of m1 i 1tary actlvltJ outs ,de Jf 500 m~ters )tan 

34/ 
actfve village without FAC control ----

The presence of Ch1nese rodd con~l:"u ·:.. t,on ere~) :n the n~tthern ~"d n) "th­

weste~n regions of laos led to the creatton of yat ~nothe~ test r ' cte1 ~ · ea 

fo i !owing the 1962 agreement ot' Lao~. the Cn i ne~e offered tJ ass ·· ~t the Laot1an 

Prime Minister, General Phoumi Nosavan, by bul ld1ng roads for n ~m ·1ead1ng f'om 

China into Laos . The Prime Minister agreed . For mo'e than f 1 Ve jears, 

32 

(J 



-

C H I N A 

STEEL 
TIGER 

THAILAN D 

LAOS 

OPERATING 
AREAS 

MAY 69 - NOV 69 

N 0 R T H 

VliTNAM 

C AMBODIA 

FIGURE 5 

......................... _..,... ·- .......... \. ... ~ ... ·····• 



. , 

no construction took p1ace but, in 1968, the ChiComs began to fulf1ll the1r 
promise and Souvanna Pho~na was helpless to stop them They b~1lt a.major 
highway which ran east- west sl1ghtly above the 21st parallel f rom the D1en 
Bien Phu area in NVN across t~e top of Laos to the Chinese Border near Ban 
Botene. This in effect sepa~ated the northern pro~1nce of Phong Saly from 
the rest of Laos. Early in 1969, they wer-e engaged in construc.ting a road 
southward toward Pak .Beng. To avo1d tnternational inc1dents 1n th1s area, U.S. 
aircraft were prohibited from conducting ai~"st~ikes or low leve1 photo recon­
naissance miss1ons without special approval of the Ame'ican Embas~i. Vientiane, 
north of a line along the 21st parallel from the ChiCam Border to the western 
edge of the anmed recon area Alpha . 

The Buffer Zone along the LaostNVN Border remained in effect with the 
same Rules of Engagement as before . No strike could be conducted with;n 10 NM 
of the NVN Border or east of 104'=' 15' E, between 19<· N and 21<• 15 ' N, unless 
authorized by CINCPAC and d i -..ected b;y 7AF . Even with this author i zat 1 on, strikes 
had to be made under the electron1c surve1llance of COLLEGE EYE and under FAC 
control . 

ROLL . 

Further, COLLEGE E~E mon1tor was requ1red for all str1kes in BARREL 

A surge of NVN/Pathet Lao (PL) act1vity :n BARREL ROLL dur1ng the summer 
of 1969, which was climaxed by the enemy capture on 27 June 1969 of Muong Soui, 
90 miles north of Vient1ane, brought about a modification of the role of airpower 
in northern laos. Prior to thts summer offensive, USAF aircraft had been used 
in BARREL ROLL almost solely for close air support of troops in contact . With 
the fall of Muong Soui and the resultant threat to luang Prabang and Vientiane, 
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a1rpower took on the add1t1onai rol e ot 1nterd1Ct1on; the wa~ t n BARREL ROLL 
assumed certain aspects of the war to the ~outh ~n STEEL TIGER. 

Two main avenues of supp iy ~naked ~ nto BARREL ROLL trom North V1etnam. 
Route 7 entered Lao~ from No~th V-etnam tnrollgh Ba,the .iemy Pas; :l'ld ·, an we~t­
ward th-rough the Plaine des Janes and on to Muong Sou1 . Fat·ther nor'th, Route 6 
and its tributaries connected North Vietndm w1th Sam Neua, the PL headquarters 
in this northern province, and from there ~an south to a juncture wtth Route 7. 
In addition to these main arterie~, nume1ou~ tra i ls and bypas~e~ were betng 
developed to supply the NVN/ PL troop~ i n Laos . 

At a conference at Vient1ane ; n Augu~t 1969, proposals were made fur changes to the Ruies of Engagement to br1ng them 1n line with the tlu ;d ~:tuat•on For 
two months, recommendations and comment~ fJ1i owed . In September, the new rules 

351 were approved by JCS, and put into effect bi CINCPAC on 27 September i969 -
The at1E!Ilswere rea11gned so a~ to be more cons:~tent with cu1tv ... dl and geograph­
~cal features (Fig 6). At t he same time, the new area~ and ·· u le~ prov •ded 
for suff1c1ent clearance between friendly forward pos :t ions aod armed ·econna .') -
sance areas . 

BARREL ROLL was d1v1d~i 1nto three a' eas : North, East, and West (Fig 6) . 
Of the three, BARREL ROLL North CJntalned tne most restrtcttve ~u l es . No 
airstrikes nor YANKEE TEAM (tact lca : r econnais~ance } operattons were pennttted, 
unless the Amer1can Embass~ at V1ent1ane re~uested them and ClNCPAC and JCS 
approved. In BARREL ROLL WEST, all targets had to be valtdated and contro!!ed 
either by a FAC or a FAG, or employ ;ng oi l-weather bomblng . No ordnance could 
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be dropped on Khang Khai or Phuong Savan .. Embassy authorization was requ1red 

before napa1m could be used. The 24·NM prohibited circle around V1ent1ane was 

extended to cover the Nam Gum Dam const~uct;on project , The :1rcle around 

luang Prabang was ~educed to 10 NM 

The main NVN LOCs were in BARREL ROLL EAST and the greatest char.~es in 

the Rules of Engagement occurred there , The A, B, and C armed reconnaissance 

areas were replaced with a so h d zone to w1 thin 10 NM of the NVN Border in 

which anned reconnaissance w1thout FAC cont:rol was authorized w1th1n 2CO meters 

of all LOCs . Outside the 200-meter limit, ~triKes had to be validated and 

controlled by a FAC/FAG. Ground fire could be returned anywhere in BARREL 

ROLL EAST except into the town of Sam Neua . The total effect of these changes 

was to simplify the areas and rules and to pro~ide more flexibility to the 

interdiction effo~t . 

The line separating SL EAST and SL WEST was adjusted slightly westward . 

The rules for these sectors were es5entially the same as those establ ished 

for BREAST and BR WEST, respecti veli . 

The covert nature of u.S. a~ r ·Jperat ~ on~ in Laos kept such ope('at1ons out 
• 

of the limelight of U. S .. puolic op in1on . Acc:>rdingly, the Rules of Engagement 

were shaped less by the need to create a favorable impress ion at home than by 

the restrictions laid down bi the 1962 agreement and the necess1ti of a~oiding 

damage to the image of Souvanna Phouma among h1s people . For these reasons, 

the U.S . Ambassador to Laos . became the focal po1nt i n ROE determ1nat1on . 

Between 1966 and 1969, the ROE tor Laos ::,trifted fv-om the relat1vely simple 
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rules in existence before 1967, to more complex ones between 1967 and mld-1969, 

ar'ld back again to simpler arrangements by the end of 1969. The rule that 

appeared to have created the greatest consternat1on was the need to obta1n 

val'dati on of the targets from Vient •ane and the t ime ~equ1~ed ror th :s 
36/ 

va 1 idation.-
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CHAPTER III 

SOUTH VIETNAM 

The Rules of Engagement for a1r opera~1ons 1n RVN remained relatively 

constant throughout the period 1966-1969 . These rules were cond1tioned by the 

fact that in-country air act ivity was directed toward close air ~upport (CAS) 

of ground forces and by the frequency of combined ground operations 1nvolv1ng 

u.s .• Free World Military Ass1stance Forces (FWMAF). the Army of Republic of 

Vietnam (ARVN). and the Vietnamese Air Force (VNAF). During thfs three-year 

period. there was one shift of emphas1s worthy of note. As a result of the 

mounting number of Short Round incidents, particularly during the 1968 TET 

offensive. the rules issued late 1n 1968 contained "additional provisions to 

enhance Short Round prevention." 
l! 

The agency responsible for the Rules of Engagement pertaining to RVN was 

MACV, whose directive (525-13) contained the rules for the use of artillery, 

tanks, mortars~ naval gunfire, riverine forces and air and armed helicopter 
' 

support. The rules governing air support were further specified by 7AF's 

Regulation 55-49, which laid down the rules for the control of a1rstrikes and 

the duties of the FAC and pilots of str1ke and recon aircraft. 

The basic requirement was the approval of the province ch1ef or a higher 

RVN authority for strikes by U.S. aircraft . This was often tempered by the 

pilot's judgment at the time of the strike. In Specified Strike Zones--areas 

designated by MACV--where no fr iendly forces or populace existed, airstrikes 

did not require further RVN clearance . Targets could be attacked on the 

37 



,n·ttattve of the US/FWMAF commanders. U.S strike a1rcrdft had to be controlled, 

tn order of preference, by e ;ther a U. S FAC, a VNAF FAC, or COMBAT 5KYSPOT 

When control by FAC or COMBAT SKrSPOT was 1mpos~ 1 ble, ta r get~ c~uld be desig­

nated by the commander of a g'ound un .t vr by the UStFWMAF p· lot of an a1rc- aft 

supporting the ground unit . In addttton, targets cou ld be des .gnated by the 

US/FWMAF/RVNAF p1lot of a MedEvdC ) ' supply atrcrJft Wh lCh wa~ requ 'ad to 

operat.e ~ n the vic1n1ty of a host1le Vi llage or hamlet 

One set of rules governed atr attacks on ~~llages and hamlets, another 

controlled strikes withtn urban areas . F1xed-wtng atrcraft CAS mtss :on) that 

1nvotved stri kes on hamlets and viilages had always to be contfolled b~ a FAC 

and had to receive US/RVN/RVNAF clearance before the attack could oe conducted 

If the airstrike were not conducted 1n conJunction wtth an immediate ground 

operatton, the :nhabttants of the vtllage were to be wafned ot the .mpend1ng 

attack e1ther by leaflets or a loudspeaker. 

fur the inhabitants to evacuate the v1 1lage. 

Suffic1ent t1me was to be prov1ded 

When tne attack was tarrted out 

•n :onJun~t i on wtth a ground operat1o~, no warntng was neces)a'~ •f the grjund 

commande~ Judged that such a warn •ng would Jeopa rdtte h<) mt ~ )•on 

The ROE tor attacks on known or suspected vc,NvA target~ ;n urban areas 

we~e nece~~artly hedged in by greater r e)t ~ ict • ons to avJid unnece; )a' i de~t'uc­

t !on of civil1an property. in ddd•t: on to t~e requ1rement fo~ FAC contYo: , 

app~ova! had to be obtained f~om eather the Corps Commander o~ th~ US Faeld 

Force Commander. Th1s also held true for u.s. airst~lke5 !n suppo~ t of RVNAF ­

ln all cases of dir attacks on urban areas, leaf lets and ; Jud~peakers were to 

be employed to warn the c1viltan populat :on and to attempt to secure the•Y 

38 



cooperation and ~upport . The use of :~ce~dlafy-type mun1t1on~ was proh~b1ted 

unless destruction of tne afea was undvO ldab :e and friendly survival was at 

stake . AC-47 gunsh ips could be employed w;thout a FAC to fire on targets 

designated by the ground corw..ander ... e~pons ·· ole fo' the tact•ca ·: situation. 

Since the m1ssion of U.S. a1rcraft operating 1n-country was largely close 

air support, deta~led rules were i " fJ"Ce to pre"~tent Short Ro·.nds . The FAC 

had to be acquainted with the exact lotat1on of a li friendly forces near the 

target. To do this, he had to have a thoro,Jgh l<'lowledge of the ground scheme 

of maneuver and receive the appropr1ate ground ~ommander ·s c l ea~ance pr1or to 

clearing strike aircraft. Friendly forces on the ground were responsible for 

marking their position for each fl1ght of strike airc~aft and for remarking them 

as often as it was required . The FAC was respons1ble for matk,ng the target 

and the ground commander for confirming the accura~y of the ta rget-mark If in 

the opinion of either the ground commander, the FAC, or the strike p110t, the 

target was inaccurately or poorly' marked, the FAC was to l"emark 1t before the 

strike aircraft could be cleared to expend ordna~ce . If the pos ; tion of friend­

lies could not be marked due to lack of mark1ng mater~al or for tacticai reasons, 

the FAC was to ask the ground c.orm.andet to accept responsibility in the event 

of a Short Round. 

The success of a mfs sion depended heav1 1y upon reliable commun1cat1on and 

complete understanding among the FAC, ground commander, and strike pilot . The 

FAC communicated with the ground commander to coordi nate marki'lg, receive 

ground clearance prior to clea~ing strtke aircraft, advise the ground command­

er of all pertinent aspects of ordnance delivery. and to advtse the ground 
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comma'lder wnen all gvo11 nd e lemen t s .-,e ··e t J t3k() tJ'.)te<: t · ve .:~vet· 

khen an a ' r~tr · te .-,a ~ c~nducted ~ n ~uppo't ~ran AR~N un •t the r~!es called 
for the FAC to be as~ ' ~ted b.t a VNAF FAC O" VNAf Jb~t~r~oer to a,d n;m 1n d•rect.-

;n the event the VNA~ fAC nad ·angu2ge d ~ ff•culty, the U S 
fAC was to assume c.ontrol of the st•'l ke When reque.,ted b.Y tM IJNAF fAC, the 
airst~ike wa~ to oe ~ top~ed . 

ot f r• endiy tt>OOIJi . St• •l<e p· · ~t ~ were du tnOfiZed t v deteod th:mse · .e~ dQa l 'lst 

~ary, the ground Cvmm<tnder wa~ to be not :f :ed so that he could dete"mt'le the . 
r• ~k vet>sus the de~ · red re ;u l t ~ AI i armament ~w : tcne; ~ere to rema tn '" the 
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"safe" position until entrance 1nto the target area. 

Helicopters could attack urban areas only when directed by the responsible 

ground commander. Only specific buildings (point targets) whfr.h were positively 

identified by the pilot could be struck . The engagement of target areas in 

urban areas was prohibited . Door gunners could fire only when authorized by 

the aircraft commander. Pilots of helicopters could defend thems~lves against 

ground fire when the source of fire could be visually identified. when the 

attack could be posit1vely oriented against the source, and when the fire was 

of such intensity that counteraction was necessary. 

The rules for jettisoning munitions were very specific. Munitions could 

be jettisoned "safe" only in designated areas except during inflight emergencies. 

During night or Instrument Flight Rule (IFR) conditions, aircraft hud to be 

under positive radar control while jettisoning. During day Visual Flight Rules 

(VFR), drops were to be monitored by radar whenever possible. During an in­

flight emergency, munitions could be jettisoned "safe" in other than designated 

jettison areas, when there was an immediate threat of injury to the crew or 

damage to the aircraft. Every P.ffort was to be made to insure that jett1soned 

munitions did not impact int~ or near 1nhabited areas. CBU dispensers and 

expendable rocket launchers were to be jettisoned in the immediate vicinity of 

the target after expenditure of munitions . Water areas within or adjacent to 

the target area were to be utilized whenever possible to deny the enemy access 

to the dispenser tubes or unexpended ordnance . 
'lj 

When air operations involved religious monuments or public buildings 1n 

41 



.3. 
RvN, sp~~:a1 Ru\es ~t tnga~ament a~~·· cd : 

"Th.; <a"l?my haa st<:./.o~l1 !:J~ it-:, a:•T:.. . · • .;. :~.J:; h:t ~;;,:(tJ~ 

aci·.·antaea ;f ·~··~a -• :;;~' f >~ : '.; '!·.= .. n-:· ~ ~d · :;v.o :.dE Nd 
::-~ ¥t:nm~ ~ :..t . .uod • -;; :-~~t .e.: ~s .' ~ .... .,,. ~ "; u 1)"<: 

T:'JtJ;f~.~d o~i tlzvo~ cj ,.~ · ·3 ·•.) .;. !:>t:2.+rr ,i.t"td ·~r-

h· ... ;ir.:•::·:.t:.J: .,~:~e ' :. :·ft;- ':{ . , •• ~~ i... Wh ;.. r :. -. ··· ~o 

f0',;~.11d tha~ the 6"6171tt h-;s Jl-zd - -.t':d s, ~·,a~ lf !.."'1 

pla!!es .)j w.;rdh·~p o:..(. h ae -::h~r -zh -: .; ~"41'1 pag:;-:k..,; 

.Jr hao i"'S t~i. ~ed di.J''!'Y&·':: ·i !)li ~:~e ·~ n; ·1a .. 'l ptAbi.t~ 
b-.t;. tdl.!'*flc a~a dw-:i~''IJ:. , ~r~ - t·~~~·-""' o~.: a ~ ~.l;r 

br igade rr h:.ah""' .: . 11'1'1?~; d.:t· '"! · i.1 ~ .:: ~-; '1'1:2_, H-i~gr· 

a¥t a·ir a~ta.=.·i< ~o z.r.c:~ot -: ::~ ~·r.;-• d, .,.~r<.t:ott .~ ,.., :..f the 

~·161714 . Th,; 1'!:3tJCYlo ~ f: ~ -: ;t ;"lf~.P!-1~~ '7h:l! i d.::nt1.f'h 

p;;ar.r:it~e e¥t~171l1 h:.st ""' .. · :.e .<~- ~h.::r .•, :,r::~::.rati jn 

)'!' e=e~t: :..vn. W.tap;n.; a.,.d f:JJ'-Jes 'A~ ·~,f w.:"~ -~ b~ 
:_h:Joi t.A ~ ~h ,..,":. ~ ~ .• ,,att : .:: ~r:·'1'1p~ -:l., f, ::t' • f .c:-, .. m11 
r :.. rc.;..: i.cJ ;. th m'l.'l~/1'1).(171 dt..tr.~a..3 t : •. , .... : : ... . " ... , U'l~ 

ar>!ia. " 

An except1on to th15 po :·.cy wa~ made tor· the Pa \ .,c.e C001pound nt tne ~ue C.tadei 

quant1ties of CS crystal 

Strt-::e 1966, COMU~MACV publ,~ned o quarterli CJn!K> i ldat ·on Jt the Ru ' e~ of 

Engagement appl1cao•e t~ the botdet ~ ot tne R~N and the DMZ 

tions fluctuatad w1th tnanae~ · ~ a1r oper~r ;on~ ~ ne 1ghDJr · ng co~~tw · !s ln 

tne DMZ, befo;e the bomb·~g ~a · r , 1Jthv· ty ~as g~an•ed t~ conduct a l ~St'tke~ 
4, 

with )n the zone dQClln~t cied· '!J det :Md m· t tci~i · -:~~t. lc,1(y- After the halt, 
!\,t 

ai~cvatt we~ proh •b1ted f 'om :~ J~ ; ~9 tne OMl- In t n~ event that SAMs o: AAA 

were f i red at fttendly a~·~· art J~er R~N, t• •en11J f~~ce~ ~ould destr~~ t~~ 

e~emy • s weapon~. •n!!tallat ons, ~nd ·•rnmed•ate ~upt)O'! · 'I9 fac:\·t ·.es . Jmmed,ate 

pu~su • t wa~ autho~tzed : ~to NVN terr · toY: al sea or a i r~pace :n re~pon~e to 



support of the VC/NVA insurgency . U.S. naval and a1r forces engaged tn immed1ate 

pursuit of NV~ naval and air elements were not authorized to attack other un­

friendly forces or installations, except i n response to an attack by them, and 

then only to the extent nece~sary for se 1 f-defe~se . Aeromedical evacuations 
6/ 

in support of any authorized ground operations in the DMZ were permitted,-

To the west, aircraft were prohib1ted from crossing the Cambodian Border 

without specific authorization from COMUSMACV. Strike aircraft could not 

operate within five KM of the Cambod)an Border without FAC or MSQ control . All 

FACs operating in the vicin ' ty of the border had to determine their position 

from charts of a scale of 1:50,000 or larger . All organizations responsible 

for planning or execution of mission~ within five KM of the border had to have 

posted in Operations a 1:250,000 or larger scale chart on which the Cambodian 

Border was distinctly marked. on the RVN side, to the depth of five KM. Air­

craft supporting border outposts were permitted to operate as necessa:ry 1n the 

outpost area, but could ne,ther fire nor f)y acrvss the border. All aircraft 

on missions within five KM of the Cambodian Border had to be tracked by radar, 

which could advise them of their position relattve to the border and of any 

impending penetration . 

Along the RVN/Laotian Border, a1rcr·aft were not perm1tted to cyoooss the 

border into Laos without prior approval of COMUSMACV. All operation~ plar.ned 

near the border had to be reported in advance to COMUSMACV. In an emergency, 

u.s. forces could take appropriate countermeasures, 1ncluding airstrikes against 
!J enemy forces firing from the Laotian side of the border 

43 



EPiLOGUE 

The Rules of Engagement for Amer1can a1~power between 1966 and 1969 

reflected the political situat1on 1n each of the three maJor areas of m1litary 

confl1ct 1n SEA. The polltlc~l de~ 1 ~1on tJ dVOld adverse pub l~ t op:n.on and to 

avoid the possibility of dtrect confrontation with Communist Ch1na and Russ ;a 
d1ctated a less than total Domb1ng campa1gn aga1nst North V1~tnam . Accordingly, 

the Rules of Engagement proh · b ~ ted the bombtng of certain areas ~nd the use 

of certain ordnance . The covert nature of oper~tions 1n laos, coup!~d with 

the need to avoid p~lit1cal embarassment to Premter Souvanna Phouma ~equired 

str1ct control of the air effort 1n Laos. This control was exercised through 

the Amer1can Ambassador to Vtentiane, who piayed a major roie in formulating 
the Rules of Engagement. The status ot Amer1can airpower as an 1nstrument of 

RVN policy placed l1mits on 1ts exercise 'n South V1etnam. 

Despite differences of op1n1on regarding the wisdom of Amer1can policy •n . 

these three areas, 1t seems clear that the Rules of Engagement allowed a1rpower 

to serve that pol1cy wel 1, while at the same t1me deprtvtng a1rpower of a true 

test of what it could accomplish . 

44 



1. (TS) 

2. (U) 

3. (TS) 

1. (U) 

~ 

UNCLASSIFIED 

FOOTNOTES 

FOREwORD 

Memo, lt Col Arthur E. Hawn, Air Ops Officer, Hq 7AF to DOC. subj: 
Clar~f : cation of Te~s. i Oct 68. (He~eafter cited: Hawn, 
Ciarlf\cat · ~n of Tevm~ ) 

Book, Karl von Clausewitz. "On wa..- 11 (Stackpole Publish ~ ng Co •• 
Harrisburg, Pa .). 

CHECO Rprt, Hq PACAF, DOTEC, "Evolution of the Rules of Engagement, 
1960-1965," 30 Sep 66 . 

CHAPTER 1 

Bulletin, Dep of State, Vol 56, pg 516 . 

2. (TS/NF) CHECO Rprt, Hq PACAF, DOTEC, "ROLLING THUNDER, Jul 65- Dec 66, 11 

15 Jul 67, pg 24 . (Hereafter cited: "ROLLING THUNDER." 15 Jul 67, ) 
3. Ibid . 

4. Ibid, pg 38. 

5. (U) 

6. (U) 

CQ Background, "China and tJ S. Fa·' Ea!.t Policy. 1945- i967" (Washing­
ton ; Congressfonal Quarterly Serv~ce, 1967), pg 216 . 

Senate Hearings, 90th Congress, 1st Sess, "DOD Appropfiat1ons for 
FY 68, Hearings Before Subcommittee of Comm1ttee on Appropriations, u.s. Senate" CWash1ngton: GPO, 1967), pg 1, pp 417-418 . 

7. (TS/NF) "ROLLING THUNDER, .. 15 Jul 67 . pg 68 . 

8. {TS) 

9. (U) 

10. (U) 

11. 

12 . (TS) 

13 . (TS) 
(TS) 

Msg, JCS to CINCPAC, 20442, 22 Jun 66 . 

Book, R1chard P. Stebb 1 n ~ . Ed, "Documents on Amertcan fo.-e ' gn Relations, 1966" lN . ~.: Counc1l on Foreign Relat i ons. 1967), 
pp 228-210 . 

~. pg 441 ' 

Ibid, pg 443. 

Msg, ClNCPAC to ClNCPACFLT and Others, 080408Z Apr 67 , 

Msg, CINCPAC to CINCPACFLT and Others, 262222Z Jan 67e 
Msg, CINCPAC to CINCPACFLT and Others, 230930Z Feb 67 . 

45 

UNCLASSIFIED 



14. (TS) 

15. (TS) 

16. (U) 

17. (TS} 

18. (TS} 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Msg, CINCPAC to CINCPACFLT and Others, 232100Z Apr 67 . 

Msg, CINCPAC to CINCPACFLT and Others, 082104Z Jan 67. 

Artic le, Baltimore Sun, 21 Jan 67. 

Joint Ltr, CINCPACAF and CINCPACFLT, subJ: Concert of Operations for Northeast Sector of North V ~ etnam, 2.4 Apr 67 . 

Senate Hearings, U.S. Senate Preparedness Invest1gating Subcommittee, 11 Conduct and Effectiveness of the Air War against North Vietnam .. , Testimony of Roberts. McNamara, Secuef, 25 Aug 67 . (Hereafter cited: Senate Hearings.) 

19. Ibid. -
20. (TS/ Report of Investigation, "The Turkestan Incident," 20 Jun 67 . AFEO} 

21. (TS) Msg , Comdr, 7AF to COLLEGE EYE and Others, 010845Z Jul 67 , 
22. (TS) 

23. {TS) 

24. (TS) 

25. {TS) 

Senate Hearings. 

Msg, CINCPAC to CINCPACFLT and Others, 210407Z Jul 67 , 

Msg, CINCPAC to CINCPACFLT and Others, 091254Z Aug 67 . 

7AF OpOrd 100-68. 

26. ~· 

27. .!!t!!!· 
28. (TS) 

29. 

30 . (U) 

31. {TS) 

32. (TS) 

33. (TS) 

34. (TS) 

35. {S/NF) 

Msg, CINCPACAF to Comdr, 7AG Exclusive for Gen W. W M~e~, 280442Z Mar 68. 

l.!lli!.· 
Article, N. Y. T~mes, 1 Apr 68. 

Msg , CINCPAC to CINCPACFLT and Others, 130110Z Apr 68 . 

Msg, JCS to AIG, RED ROCKET ONE, 010100Z Nov 68. 

Msg, JCS to AIG, RED ROCKET TWO, 010108Z Nov 68. 

Msg, CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, 290245Z Nov 68. 

Rprt, OCS/Plans & Ops, Hq USAF, "Impact of U.S. Airpower on NVN, 11 

1 Aug 68. 

46 

UNCLASSIFIED 



36 . Ibid. 

CHAPTER II 

1. (TS/ Transcript, Udorn Meeting, 28 Sep 68. 
LIMOIS} 

2. J.!U.9.. 
3. (TS} 

4. (TS} 

5. {TS) 

(TS) 

6. {TS) 

7, (TS) 

8. {TS) 

9. (S) 

10. 

Msg, CINCPAC to CINCPACFLT and Others, subj: BR/SL Basic OpOrd 
142100 Nov 66. 

Hawn, Clarification of Terms. 

CHECO Rprt, Hq PACAF, OOTEC, 11 USAF Operations from Thailand, 
1 Jan 67 - 1 Jul 68, 11 20 Nov 68, pp 45-6; 
7AF OpOrd 433-67. 

Msg, CINCPAC to CINCPACFLT and Others, subj: BR/SL Basic OpOrds 
142100 Nov 66. 

Msg, CINCPAC to 7AF, 111105Z Jan 67. 

Cmd H1st Rprt, MACV, 1967, Vol I, pp 445-48. 

Rprt, PACAF, Summary of Air Operations in SEA, Aug 67, pp 7A5-7A6. 

Ibid. 

11. (TS) ' Msg, OUSAIRA, Vientiane to 7AF, subj: Permanent Change to 7AF 
OpOrd 433-67, 021040Z Mar 67. 

12. (TS/ Transcript, Udorn Mtg, 28 Sep 68. 
LIMDIS) 

13. H~~ 7AF OpOrd 433-68, Sep 67. 
Msg, AmF.mb, Vientiane to 7AF, subj: Rules of 'Engagement Meeting, 
2911322. Feb 68. 

14 • .!.!ll!!. 
15. (T)S 7AF OpOrd 433-68, Sep 67. 

16. Ibid. 

17. Ibid. 

47 

(TI.-1 .. ,..,.,. .. ofr IINf"l AC:C:T~T~n ) 



18. (TS) 

19. (TS) 

20. 

21. (TS) 

(TS) 

22. (TS) 

ARC LIGHT Briefing, Lt. Christon (OITTT) to J-~ 29 Mar 69. 

Ltr, DITTT to OIT, 7AF, subj : ARC LIGHT Validation Procedures 
Conference, 24 Sep 68. 

Ibid. -
Ltr, AIRA, Vientiane to DO, 7AF/13AF, subj: BARREL ROLL Rules 
and Restrictions, 9 Oct 1968; 
Memo, DOCO, Hq 7AF, subj : Operating Restrictions - Laos, 1 Nov 68. 

Msg, MACV to AmEmb, Vientiane, subj: Rules of E~~agement, 060756Z 
Jul 68. 

23. (TS/ Transcript, Udorn Mtg, 28 Sep 68. 
LIMDIS) 

24. .!Jili!. pg 36. 

25. Jill.. pg 101. 

26. l.2.:!..2.· pg 94. 

27. Ibid, pp 98, 105. 

28. (TS) 
(TS) 

29. ( s) ' 

30. (TS) 

31. (TS) 

32. (TS) 

33. (TS) 
(S) 

34. 

35. (TS) 

H~~ 

Msg, 7AF to All, subj: Positive Control Area, 010850Z Nov 68; 
Memo, DOCO, 7AF, subj: Chronology of Recent Changes in Rules of 
Engagement Restrictions Affecting Interdiction 1n Southern Laos, 
19 Apr 69. 

Msg, CINCPAC to COMUSMACV, subj: Rules of Engagement, 290245Z Nov 68. 

Msg, MACV to 7AF, 231702Z Dec 68. 

Msg, AIRA, Vientiane to 7AF, 060500Z Dec 68. 

7AF OPlan 530-69. 

Memo, DOCOC to DOC, 7AF, subj: Trip Report, 21 Apr 69; 
Interview, Lt Col R. w. C. Blessley, Jr., DOCO, 7AF/13AF, with 
Maj John Schlight, 24 Jun 69. 

Ibid. 

Briefing, Lt Colonel Donohue, OOCO, 7AF, with Maj John Schlight, 
6 Jun 69; 
Interview, Major Doty, OOCO, 7AF with Maj John Schlight, 6 Jun 69; 
Working Paper, Vientiane Mtg, subj: Proposal for Chg to ROE, 
11-15 Aug 69; 

48 



-

(TS) 

(TS) 

36. (S) 
{S) 

1. (Cl 
~~ 

Msg, ?AF to AIG 8304, subj: Chg Nr 10 to 7AF OP1an 530-69, 
060030Z Oct 69; 
Msg, ClNCPAC to CINCPACAF, CINCPACFLT, C0~1USMACV, subj: BR/SL, 
YANKEE TEAM, Sect 1 of 4, Basic OpOrd (U), 272318Z Sep 69. 

ARC LIGHT Br1efing, Lt Chr)ston (DITTT) to J-2, 20.Mar 69; 
Interview with Lt Col Robert L. Mitchell, Chief, Validation and 
Research Branch {DITTT ) , Hq ?AF, 4 Ju1 69 . 

CHAPTER III 

7AFR 55-49, 14 No~ 68; 
MACV Directive 525-13, 12 Oct 68; 
MACV Directive 525-15, 27 Apr 69 . 

2. .!Jill!.· 
3. Ibid. 

4. (TS) 

5. (C) 

~~~ 
6. (S) 

7. {S) 

Msg, COMUSMACV to USARV and Others, subj: Rules of Engagement -
DMZ, 231147Z Dec 66. 

7AFR 55-49, 14 Nov 68; 
MACV Dir 525-13, 12 Oct 68; 
MACV Dir 525-13, 27 Apr 69 . 

' 
Msg, COMUSMACV to 7AF and Others, subj: Rules of Engagement-
DMZ, 131125Z Jun 69. 

Msg, COMUSMACV to 7AF and Other~, subj: Rules of Engagement­
Laos, 171 005Z May 69 .. 
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FIXED TARGETS 

IMMEDIATE PURSUIT 

PMDL 

RLAf TARGET CATEGORY 

APt'E.NDlX 1 

TERMS Of REFERENCE 

Ca·ie). t"'Ut.K p~ ·r ~<'s) ~pen storage buildirgs. fen•es, 
can to~men t/oarrack s , t r~nches, and bunkers . 

f'u .. ::.t.r; ·: ; n ~ tiated ·;n response to actions or atta~k:, 
by host ···.e a 'i rc~·aft or vessels as def i ntd in the 
Rules ot fngagement . The pursuit must be c ~~t i nuous 
and un '·flter ·up led and may be extended as reces~ary anti 
fia~ i ole o~e r territorial/international a1rspace i~eas 
as prescr .: oed . 

Provi: :>tid! M ;l : ~·ary Demarcation Line . 

J::1 ther: 

"A" - an RLAr ta:-gH on the Active Target ll:it wh1ch 
has oeen ~pp~oved by AmEmb, Vientiane, and can be 
~ tnJCk w:thout further approva~ . 

"B" - Same a!' "A" eo:tcept the target is cons i de~"ed in­
acti ve. if there are signs of activity, it -:an be 
::.tr~tK withJ~t further approval. 

''C'' - Li~ted on the Active Target list in "hoi d" status 
for po.t':l'cd l t e:l~OnL Must obtain spec ~ f ic AmEmb, 
V1ent; ane)dP~~0va1 for strikes. 

SALOA Spec ia1 ARC ;.J. GHT Operating Area. 

TARGET OF OPPORTUNITY T.i•:Jat 0t a .n !ii :.~··y ndture such as vehic 1 e~, t :-oops, 
active AAtAW, br·idge~, fords, etc . not spec: f1ca •l.) 
des ignated 1 1 t he f,~g orders. 

TERRITORIAL SEAS A be ' :. or :.~a a1~,; ·;en to a coastal state three m: : e~ 
·' : o·readth tnt:oi~u ·· ed f~om the low water mark a1oog the 
co~s t. Howe·ye , i ,, ihe stages claiming over three m1'e=- ~ 
tna t dH.t~nce ·:.t1 d~ ~ be observed for the Ru1es of Engage­
ment, as .r 1~ were the width of their terY : ~o!~ a ; se~~ . 
The follQNiog are the st~tes• claims wi th Yega rd to the · r 
territur •d; ~~&s. 

rna ·: i.;,nd 
Carnbodta 
South V ~ etndm 
Nor·t.h V ~ etnam 
COtiFni.m·;s t China 

so 

- 6 miles 
- 5 miles 
- 3 miles 
-12 miles 
-12 miles 

presumed 

presumed 
presumed 

~~----------~------~~--~----~~--------------------111111 



AAA 
AAiAW 
ABCCC 
A IRA 
AmEmb 
ARVN 

BR 
BZ 

CAS 
CBU 
Chi Com 
CINCPAC 
ClNCPACAF 
C!NCPACFLT 
COMUSK4CV 
cw 
DMZ 
DOD 

ECM 

fAC 
FWMAF 

GCI 

LCC 
IFR 

~cs 

LOC 

MACV 
MedEvac: 

NE 
NIC.P 
NM 
NIJA 
NVN 
NW 

UNCLASSIFIED 

A.~n . : . •::r-if ~ A·' til'<ety 
Ai':·aft A•1i · •:·y/Autom;t · : Weapon~ 
A. ,bo'~e Bo tt• ef ~ : a Command and ContrJl CPnter 
A· ' At to :r: 
Amer : ! 'I t !H>H :~· 
A.,my :>r RefJJo :~c. of >Jcetnam 

BARREL ROLi. 
Bvffe · ~ ~'"·e 

Cios: A·' SuppOYt 
Cluste' B~mo Un ' t 
Ch : ne~e Commu~ !~ t 

Conmar.de • • • n-Ch·, ef, Pac l f · c Conmand 
Colllllander - .. r~ -Cnief, t'acif 1c A; r Force~ 
C'Jii1T•3"de r - ' ·· -Cn ~ ef . Pac i f i ~ Fleet 
Commdnde ' , US . M l~i tary Ass:stance Command, Vietnam 
CRiCKET WESl 

Oem): . ti! . Zed lone 
Depa•tmen~ of Defense 

r J rwa· J A, Co~t~~i :er 
·· ee WJ:' d M• ': taAy Ass ;i tance forces 

l:,~;·;o~! :. l )fo~li C:>rot:-: . Conm;;~ i On 

i "·; t ·u·l•e ,..! ·: r"1 = gh t Ru 1 e 

Jo1 n1 Cn Pfs or Staff 

Mil , ~ i ''·,y A~~ ';) un-:e Comma~d. V • etnam 
Med i· ~ · Eva .vot J~ 

Nof"tneast 
Naknon PnanOITI 
Naut. ~ c. :a ~ M '1e 
North v:etna.ne )e Army 
North Vi etn-:tm 
No~'thwe > t 

UNCLASSIFIED 



PL 
PMDL 
POL 
PW 

RCZ 
RES CAP 
RLAF 
RLG 
ROE 
RP 
RR 
RT 
RTAFB 
RVN 
RVNAF 

RWT 

SAC 
SALOA 
SAM 
SAR 
SL 
SOA 
ssz 
SVN 

TACAN 

USSR 

vc 
VFR 
VNAF 

UNCLASSIFIED 

Pathe7. • .. iii> 
Provisiona1 M~ ' -tary Demarcation Line 
Petroteum, Oil, and Lubricants 
Pris:mer of war 

Rada~ Con~foi Zone 
Rescue Comt:>a 1.. A~~· Pat.roi 
Ro,y~l la-:.t .an A'· fo':e 
Royai Laot~an Government 
Ru ies of Engagement 
Route Pac.l<age 
Rai !·:oad 
ROLliNG THUNDER 
Royal Thai Air Force Base 
Repub11c vf Vietnam 
Repub: :c vf Vietnam Air Force; Republic of Vietnam Armed 
Forces 
Road Watcn Team 

Strateg'ic A\r Command 
Spec1a! ARC liGH1 Ope rating Area 
Su fface-t.o-A i r M ~ ss ile 
Sear·ch and Re.;cue 
STEE.L TIGER 
~pecia1 Operatin~ Are~ 
Spcr.ia1 Strike Zone 
Sou ~.h vie t~am 

Tact1ca1 A1r Na~ 1 gation 

Union ~f Soviet So~ialist Republics 

V1et C:ong 
V1suai Fligh ~ Ru 1e 
Vietnamese A!• fJ~( e 
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